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Senate
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was

called to order by the Honorable
WAYNE ALLARD, a Senator from the
State of Colorado.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

God our Father, thank You for the
power of intercessory prayer. Interces-
sion changes our understanding of
what and how to pray, changes our re-
lationship with the people for whom we
pray, and actually changes what hap-
pens in their lives because we pray.
You are constantly seeking to enable
deeper relationships and are delighted
when, out of love, we come to You to
pray about our loved ones and friends.

Today we focus our prayers on the
spouses and families of the Senators.
They are such a vital part of these
leaders’ lives. And yet, the very de-
mands of being in the Senate cause
strain and stress on marriage and the
family. Family members bear the bur-
den of high profile living with its lack
of privacy and abundance of public
scrutiny and criticism. Though spouses
are not elected to office, often con-
stituencies place heavy responsibilities
and demands on them. Keeping pace
with schedules, the demands of the
family, and the pressures of social cal-
endars creates a formidable challenge.

Father, bless the Senators’ spouses,
children, and extended family of par-
ents, brothers, and sisters. We focus
them in our mind’s eye in this moment
of intercessory prayer. Grant each one
the healing help and hope that he or
she needs today. Through our Lord and
Saviour. Amen.
f

APPOINTMENT OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, March 18, 1998.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule 1, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. ALLARD thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa is recog-
nized.
f

THE PRAYER

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, first
of all, I wish to comment on the prayer
of the Chaplain of the Senate this
morning. It is a prayer that is needed,
because there is more than just one
member of the family involved in the
Senate. It is needed because family is
very much involved. More importantly,
our Chaplain practices what he
preaches in the sense that he is truly a
person who is a pastor not only for 100
Senators and their families but for a
bigger family, the staff of the Senate.
So I know that his prayer is from the
heart as well as from the Scripture.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. GRASSLEY. On behalf of the
leader, Mr. President, I wish to make
this announcement. The Senate will be
in a period of morning business until
11:30 a.m. At 11:30, the Senate will
begin consideration of H.R. 2646, the
Coverdell A+ education bill. At that
time, Senator ROTH will be recognized
to offer an amendment. It is hoped that

good progress can be made on the
Coverdell bill, and therefore Senators
can expect rollcall votes throughout
Wednesday’s session.

In addition, the Senate may resume
consideration of the NATO enlarge-
ment treaty. The Senate may also be
asked to consider any of the following
items: the ocean shipping reform bill,
the Texas low-level waste compact, and
any other executive or legislative
items cleared for action.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

f

INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES
EDUCATION ACT AMENDMENTS
OF 1997

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, last
year the Senate approved the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act
Amendments of 1997. I was the only
Member to vote against this bill, not
because I disagree with the premise of
IDEA to ensure that children with spe-
cial needs receive an education, but be-
cause its focus is so narrow it avoids
entirely or interferes with the overall
quality of education provided to all of
our young people. This narrow focus
also abrogates the rights of those who
are closest to our children—their par-
ents, teachers, school administrators
and their elected school board mem-
bers—to make judgments about how to
provide the best possible education for
the largest number of students.
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The new law, like the previous stat-

ute, proposes a series of largely un-
funded mandates on every school dis-
trict in the Nation. What Congress did
was to say to each school district: We
know what is best for you. We are
going to tell you what to do and how to
do it, but we won’t pay the costs asso-
ciated with our decisions.

I was so frustrated by this attitude
that Washington, DC, knows best, that
last year I offered two amendments,
one on school safety and the other on
school funding.

The two amendments were based on
the same philosophy: Education poli-
cies are best determined by those clos-
est to our children—their parents,
teachers, principals and school boards.
Their ability to teach kids and to cre-
ate safe and conducive learning envi-
ronments shouldn’t be stifled by man-
dates from Congress or overregulation
by the Department of Education.

While the school safety amendment
was narrowly defeated by only three
votes, the Senate approved my amend-
ment to send K through 12 funding di-
rectly to local school districts. In addi-
tion to giving local educators the au-
thority to spend education funds on
their priorities in their school dis-
tricts, the amendment repealed hun-
dreds of pages of regulations handed
down by the Department of Education,
placing the focus on teaching kids and
not on endless paperwork. There is
clearly significant support in the Sen-
ate for giving control of the schools
back to parents, teachers, and locally
elected school board members.

Unfortunately, if the proposed regu-
lations for the new IDEA are any indi-
cation, it seems that the Department
of Education didn’t get that message.
Instead of reducing regulations, it has
increased them. Instead of simply pro-
viding an interpretation of the new
law, the Department ignores congres-
sional intent and creates its own poli-
cies. The new regulations are more
than 25,000 words longer than the old
ones—a 71 percent increase in words
about which to argue, litigate, and oth-
erwise divert resources from educating
kids.

Instead, our teachers and principals
will be saddled with the implementa-
tion of a more complex set of federally
imposed requirements, some created by
the Federal bureaucracy and never
voted on by any Member of Congress.
One special ed director told me, ‘‘At
least monthly, one of my staff tells me
he or she is leaving special ed because
of the paperwork.’’ And another super-
intendent echoed that frustration when
he wrote that, ‘‘A process which is sup-
posed to result in an education pro-
gram . . . becomes a battleground on
which procedures become more impor-
tant than educational results.’’

One district sent me the paperwork
required just to start a child on special
education programs. It is close to 40
feet long with one form pasted on to
another. It is no wonder our educators
are frustrated. I’m afraid that the new

law, and most certainly the new regu-
lations will not allow educators to
focus on kids. Instead, they will have
to focus on process and on ensuring
that their district complies with myr-
iad complex rules and procedures.

Special ed teachers will continue to
leave their profession in frustration;
school districts will spend money on
ensuring that ‘‘I’s’’ are dotted and
‘‘T’s’’ crossed to avoid litigation and
kids won’t receive the education they
might otherwise receive in the absence
of the regulations handed down by
Washington DC bureaucrats.

The 1997 amendments were developed
in an unusual process in which the De-
partment of Education had a seat at
the table while the new law was being
crafted. The Department knew where
compromises were made, where Con-
gress chose to act and where Congress
intentionally remained silent. It is
troubling, although perhaps not en-
tirely unexpected, given the Depart-
ment’s past history, that the regula-
tions seem to have turned into a vehi-
cle for the Department to enact poli-
cies that it supports but that Congress
specifically rejected. The proposed reg-
ulations include notes and previous
policy letters, which instead of provid-
ing clarification, create new interpre-
tations of the law. The Department of
Education has also used these regula-
tions to promote a particular approach
to the provision of local services and to
influence specific local educational de-
cision making. These expansions be-
yond the Act not only continue the tra-
ditional federal overregulation in spe-
cial education but also exceed the mis-
sion of the federal Department of Edu-
cation in promoting or favoring a par-
ticular educational approach. All of
this invites more litigation and less
flexibility.

The message these regulations send
to each and every teacher and principal
is that Washington DC doesn’t trust
you to do your job with care and com-
passion. Bureaucrats at the Depart-
ment of Education are the best judge of
what is necessary and appropriate at
the local level and that uniform solu-
tions can be applied to every situation.
Who is more qualified to help our spe-
cial needs students? Someone who dedi-
cates each day to helping children
learn? Or a faceless bureaucrat sitting
behind a desk in Washington DC? With-
in the 110 pages of regulatory pro-
nouncements there are literally hun-
dreds of provisions of concern to the
school districts in Washington state.
There are simply too many to cover in
the time I have on the floor, so I will
focus on only a few issues.

There is no other issue in IDEA as
contentious as discipline procedures
and there is no other area in regulation
where the Department takes more lib-
erty to act in defiance of Congressional
intent. While I did not support the
final provisions on discipline, they
were the result of careful compromises
on all sides—compromises in which the
Department of Education was involved.

Instead of honoring those agreements,
the Department decided to legislate on
its own.

The Department decided that a child
should be in an alternative education
setting for no more than 10 school days
in each school year. Congress based the
length of a student’s suspension on
Honig v. Doe which allows a child to be
placed in an alternative education set-
ting or suspension for not more than 10
school days. Honig and thus the statute
simply says 10 school days nothing
more, nothing less. By overstepping its
regulatory authority, the Depart-
ment’s proposal means that a young
person with a few infractions during
the school year such as smoking, cut-
ting class, bad language and the like,
could by the end of the school year
commit the same minor infractions
and be subject to no significant dis-
cipline or a very different one than his
or her peers; and his or her peers would
still be subject to the general rules es-
tablished by the principal or school dis-
trict. In effect we are telling these
children, one set of rules applies to
most kids and a very different, and
much more lax set of rules applies to
you.

Once a child’s disciplinary action ex-
ceeds the cumulative 10 days in a
school year, the Department’s regula-
tions trigger a new array of require-
ments. Just a few disciplinary infrac-
tions within the 10 month school year
could mean that a number of new, cost-
ly service and procedural requirements,
including full educational services dur-
ing suspension, IEP meetings, and as-
sessment plans. The regulations also
infer that a manifestation determina-
tion must be held for each infraction of
school rules if the child has already ex-
ceeded this 10 school day limit—even if
the misbehavior is relatively minor
and would only result in a disciplinary
action of one or two days. Schools
would be forced to decide whether or
not to pay for the costs of the mani-
festation determination or simply let-
ting the behavior slide. This again has
no legislative basis and will be espe-
cially burdensome for small school dis-
tricts and those in rural areas that
can’t afford to keep specialists on staff
in the event they might be needed.

Additional proposed regulations,
without legislative sanction, include
the requirement of a decision within 10
days of the request for an expedited
hearing. The Department also specifi-
cally discourages home bound place-
ment except for medically fragile chil-
dren, ignoring that under certain cir-
cumstances for safety, home bound in-
struction may be appropriate. Another
note encourages returning a child who
has been placed in an alternative place-
ment for 45 days back to the classroom
once behavior interventions are in
place. It should be remembered, how-
ever, that the child was removed from
his or her regular classroom because of
dangerous behavior, either a weapons
or drug violation, not simply the need
to develop new remedies.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2149March 18, 1998
Both the law and the regulations set

an almost impossible standard for
schools to meet in establishing require-
ments for this alternative educational
placement. This placement must in-
clude services or modifications to ad-
dress the original misbehavior so that
it does not recur and the school must
anticipate and provide modifications
for any other behavior that would re-
sult in the child being removed from
the regular education placement for
more than 10 school days. One small
school district with only 250 K–12 stu-
dents had a student with a disability
grab another student, put a saw to his
neck and threaten to cut it off. Was the
school district responsible for antici-
pating and preventing the outburst?
The new regulations seem to imply
that it would be.

Additionally, nondisabled children
can circumvent school disciplinary ac-
tion by claiming a disability. A child
or parent can come along after the fact
and claim that the misbehavior was
caused by a previously undiagnosed
disability. Both the law and proposed
regulations are so loosely structured
that almost any noneligible child with
a behavior problem can assert IDEA
protections.

What do all of these regulations
mean for the classroom teacher and the
children in our schools? One principal
tells me that special education stu-
dents brag to other students that the
consequences of misbehavior do not
apply to them. This will certainly con-
tinue to be the case under the new law
and the regulations. In another small
town in my state, one high school stu-
dent with a learning disability brought
a handgun into class. The gun dis-
charged and a bullet passed through
the leg of another student. After a re-
view team determined the misconduct
was not the result of the student’s dis-
abling condition, a one-year expulsion
from school was initiated. The parents
appealed, alleging the student’s IDEA
rights had been violated. The hearing
officer ordered the continuation of edu-
cational services for the special edu-
cation portion of the day. A tutorial
program, off campus, was established
to continue the child’s special edu-
cation services at substantial cost to
the District. The new requirement to
provide the full educational program
would increase this cost four fold.
Should the educational opportunities
for other students be negatively im-
pacted by redirecting $60,000 from other
classrooms to pay for a tutorial pro-
gram for a student who’s behavior is
not caused by their disability and who
shoots another in class? If any of us
here on the Senate floor were in the
classroom and we were faced with a
violent or disruptive child, how would
we handle the situation? Would we rely
on our years of classroom experience,
or would we rely on a set of rules and
regulations from Washington DC to
guide us? Unfortunately, for every
child and teacher in our country, the
Department’s proposed regulations re-

sult in an even more inflexible dual
standard of discipline for students with
disabilities, a standard that further
sets them apart from other students
and relieves them from responsibility
for their own acts

Because of its complexity and the
provisions that make attorneys’ fees a
one way street for parents, IDEA is one
of the most litigated of all federal stat-
utes. Forbes magazine recently de-
scribed it this way, ‘‘Special ed has be-
come the ambulance and lawyers are
chasing it.’’ Instead of ensuring that
dollars stay focused on the classroom,
the Department appears to encourage
parents, through the policies it has de-
veloped in these regulations, to sue
their school districts. Congress encour-
aged mediation, yet the department
provides no regulatory ‘‘guidance’’ on
mediation and in fact makes it easier
for parents to get their lawyers fees
paid for by encouraging states to enact
laws allowing hearing officers to award
attorneys’ fees. The Department gives
states new authority to order compen-
satory services and eliminates the ad-
ministrative appellate option of Sec-
retary-level federal review from cur-
rent regulations. All of these changes
are without legislative foundation.
Again, little to no consideration has
been given to the impact these regula-
tions and the enormous costs that will
most certainly accompany them will
have on the education of all children in
the school district.

Overwhelmingly each school district
I have heard from is concerned about
the implementation date. Under the
proposed regulations Individual Edu-
cational Plans for every child must
comply with the new law and new re-
quirements by July 1, 1998. Since most
IEPs are reviewed on an annual basis,
IEPs developed for a full year of serv-
ices would be invalidated. School dis-
tricts will have virtually no time be-
tween issuance of the final regulations
and the July 1 implementation date to
involve regular education teachers and
to consider the many new IEP factors.
For school districts with thousands of
IEPs the tasks of revising each IEP ac-
cording to the final regulations will be
impossible by July 1, 1998. The imposi-
tion of a July 1 implementation date
for all IEPs places all school districts
in a position of massive potential fi-
nancial liability. Administrative and
judicial complaints concerning any
service contained in a non-complying
IEP that was developed to meet the re-
quirements of the new regulations will
likely result in major financial judg-
ments against the nation’s schools.

This is by no means an exhaustive
list of Washington state concerns.
There are many other areas where the
Department defies Congressional in-
tent such as, the promotion of ex-
tended year services, or the Depart-
ment’s unilateral expansion of the defi-
nition of related services to include
travel training, nutrition services and
independent living. There are just sim-
ply too many to mention all of them

here. The few I have mentioned are
merely examples of the attitude that is
pervasive at the Department of Edu-
cation—we know better than local par-
ents, teachers, principals and elected
school board members. In most organi-
zations the philosophies of its leader
sets the standard for its employees.
The Department of Education is no ex-
ception. In last year’s state of edu-
cation address, Secretary Riley speak-
ing about national testing said that we
should not ‘‘cloud our childrens’ future
with silly arguments about federal gov-
ernment intrusion’’. I can guarantee
you, that to the thousands of schools
that must comply with the rules, regu-
lations, paperwork and direction from
Washington DC laid down by these reg-
ulations the argument about federal
government intrusion is far from silly.

To add insult to injury, the adminis-
tration apparently believes that school
districts coffers are brimming with
cash to implement the new regulations
and absorb the associated costs. Clear-
ly, no thought has been given to the
impact on the education of the children
in the school district or to minimizing
the growing adversarial relationship
between special education and regular
education. The Department’s regula-
tions certainly demonstrate that indif-
ference, but the President’s budget re-
quest may be the most telling. This
year, if the President has his way, the
per child federal contribution for spe-
cial education will actually go down.
Further, the administration acknowl-
edges that its proposed funded level
represents a federal contribution of
merely 9 percent of the excess costs of
educating kids under IDEA. If the Ad-
ministration wants to tell local schools
how to run their special ed programs,
the President and his Administration
should have the common decency to
adequately fund those demands.

Contrary to what the Department of
Education seems to believe, the 1997
Amendments to the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act were not a
vehicle for empowering the federal bu-
reaucracy to enact its own laws. I’d
like to take this opportunity to remind
the Department of a law Congress
passed in 1996, the Small Business
Growth and Fairness Act, which in-
cludes a provision giving Congress the
authority to review and disprove each
and every new regulation promulgated
by the federal agencies.

I am told that the Secretary is work-
ing with the committees of jurisdiction
regarding the proposed regulations and
I hope that process results in substan-
tial improvement. Otherwise, I’m
afraid the final regulations will be so
onerous that Congress will have no
choice but to ask the Department to
start over again.

Mr. President, I simply state that the
law itself was detailed enough and bad
enough in its centralization. The regu-
lations are considerably worse. Once
again, Mr. President, I could roll this
out here on the floor. This is the set of
forms required of a school district for a
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single disabled student. It is close to 40
feet in length. This is what we have
done to our schoolchildren, to our
teachers, and to our school districts.
It’s wrong. We aren’t paying for it and
we have to reform here, not in the
school districts.
f

FISCAL YEAR 1998 SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss my strong concerns
regarding the fiscal year 1998 emer-
gency supplemental appropriation bill.
I was extremely disappointed by last
week’s decision by the House Repub-
lican leadership to split the fiscal year
1998 emergency supplemental bill into
two separate legislative pieces: one in-
cludes funding for defense and disaster
relief and the other contains funds for
the International Monetary Fund and
payment of U.S. arrears to the United
Nations. I was similarly disappointed
that the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee not only marked-up two sepa-
rate pieces of legislation, but that
funding for U.S. debts to the UN was
not included at all.

Mr. President, I am very concerned
about the House and Senate legislative
strategy involved in splitting the sup-
plemental appropriations bill. I firmly
believe that the Congress must act
quickly to pass a single, emergency bill
prior to the April recess.

It is imperative that the Congress act
immediately to supply the $18 billion
requested by the administration for the
IMF. I am pleased that the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee voted yester-
day on legislation that includes both
the $14.5 billion to replenish the IMF’s
capital base and the $3.5 billion for the
new arrangements to borrow, NAB,
while encouraging necessary IMF re-
forms. The Asian financial crisis poses
too great of a threat to the economic
prosperity of the American people to
allow it to become mired in non-relat-
ed, political debates. As Secretary
Rubin has stated, ‘‘Financial instabil-
ity, economic distress and depreciating
currencies all have direct effects on the
pace of our exports, the competitive-
ness of our companies, the growth of
our economy and, ultimately, the well-
being of American workers and farm-
ers.’’ To be clear, the growth and com-
petitiveness of our economy is at
stake.

Mr. President, I am confident that
the vast majority of our colleagues
agree on the importance and the need
to move forward with the IMF funding
proposal. However, my fear is that
while we are likely to see quick action
on defense and disaster relief, a sepa-
rate funding vehicle for the IMF is
likely to get bogged down in non-relat-
ed arguments.

The American people have a right to
ask: if there is agreement, why the
delay? It appears that certain Members
of Congress are prepared to hold fund-
ing for the IMF hostage to their desire
to fight, yet again, the international
family planning issue.

Mr. President, I do not begrudge the
concerns of my colleagues who feel
strongly about the issue of inter-
national family planning. I recognize
that disagreement exists. In my opin-
ion, international family planning as-
sistance is essential to health care in
developing countries, resource and en-
vironmental management, and eco-
nomic development. While I am con-
fident that this is an issue that we will
once again fight during consideration
of the fiscal year 1999 foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, I believe
that it is extremely irresponsible to
hold up IMF funding to debate this
issue.

Mr. President, the truth is I’ve actu-
ally begun to lose count of how many
issues are being held hostage by pro-
ponents of the so-called Mexico City
language. We now see reports that this
issue will be attached to the conference
report on State Department reauthor-
ization, thus slowing up efforts to
achieve much needed reforms in our
foreign policy decisionmaking struc-
ture. Similarly, payment of our debts
to the United Nations are also being
held up over this same issue. At a time
in which we are asking our allies to
stand with us in opposition to Saddam
Hussein, to force him to comply with
the UNSCOM inspection regime, we
refuse to pay our debts. It would be
naive to think that this doesn’t affect
our ability to lead at the United Na-
tions. It is time for real leadership in
the Congress; it’s time to move forward
on this issue.

I would like to draw my colleagues’
attention to an editorial that appeared
in the March 16 edition of the New
York Times entitled ‘‘Foreign Policy
Held Hostage.’’ This editorial clearly
outlines the risks to our broader for-
eign policy goals when narrow inter-
ests are pursued indefinitely. I ask
unanimous consent that the full text of
this editorial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 16, 1998]
FOREIGN POLICY HELD HOSTAGE

House Republican leaders flaunt their dis-
regard for America’s broader interests by
letting anti-abortion crusaders hold up fund-
ing for the International Monetary Fund and
the United Nations. The money is being held
hostage to an obnoxious amendment by Rep-
resentative Christopher Smith of New Jersey
that would block American financing of any
foreign group lobbying for less restrictive
abortion laws abroad. President Clinton
rightly threatens to veto any bill with the
Smith language.

A similar ploy by Mr. Smith blocked I.M.F.
and U.N. funding measures last fall. Speaker
Newt Gingrich should understand that I.M.F.
and U.N. payments are too vital to American
interests to be ensnarled in abortion politics
and ought to let an unencumbered bill pass
the House.

The $18 billion for the I.M.F. is meant to
replenish its reserves after the recent bail-
outs of Thailand, South Korea and Indonesia.
Asia’s financial crisis is not over, and the
fund may need the money in the coming
months. America’s trade interests and even

the health of the economy could be jeopard-
ized by delaying this funding.

The nearly $1 billion for the U.N. would
pay off most of America’s debt to the world
organization. For years, Congress has with-
held some of America’s dues to leverage re-
forms at the U.N. Many of those changes
have now been adopted under the leadership
of Kofi Annan, the new Secretary General.
Other countries have had to make up for the
loss of American money, undermining Wash-
ington’s bargaining power in the U.N. If the
back dues remain unpaid, the United States
will lose its voting rights in the General As-
sembly next year, an embarrassment for the
nation that led the effort to create the
United Nations half a century ago. Abortion
politics has no place in determining Ameri-
ca’s role in the U.N. and the I.M.F.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I close
by urging the Senate to move swiftly
to pass a single fiscal year 1998 supple-
mental appropriations bill before we
leave for the April recess. The safety
and prosperity of the American people
and our economy is too important to
do less.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Wyoming is recognized to
speak for up to 45 minutes.
f

SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. For some time now, we have had
what we call a freshman/sophomore
focus in which those of us who have
come here in the last 2 to 4 years come
to the floor to talk about some of the
issues that we believe are the pivotal
issues before this Congress and the
American people, the ones that have
the highest priority and are most dif-
ficult. We come again this morning to
talk largely about the questions and
problems associated with Social Secu-
rity. All of us, of course, are dedicated
to continuing to have a strong Social
Security program. So that is the focus
of our freshman focus this morning.

I yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota, Senator GRAMS, for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise
this morning along with my colleague
to make a few brief observations about
Social Security and how we can pre-
serve and strengthen it. I thank my
colleague from Wyoming for reserving
floor time so that we can address this
critical issue.

I was shocked by a recent poll reveal-
ing that Americans would rather put
their Social Security money under
their mattress than entrust it to the
Government. According to that poll, 46
to 56 percent of Americans said they
would prefer to put their retirement
savings under their mattress—only 28
to 35 percent would rely on Uncle Sam.
Why are so many Americans skeptical
about the government-run Social Secu-
rity program? The answer is simple: in
its present form, the program is a raw
deal for most Americans. It will not be
there for baby boomers, and it will
heavily burden our children and grand-
children.
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Mr. President, the American people’s

skepticism and worries about Social
Security are well founded. Social Secu-
rity’s future is being challenged by a
massive demographic shift now under-
way that will continue for the next 33
years. In 1941, there were approxi-
mately 100 workers for every retiree.
Today, there are only three workers for
every retiree; that ratio will soon drop
to two workers per retiree. Even
though Congress has increased the pay-
roll tax 51 times since Social Security’s
creation, the program is clearly headed
for insolvency and the future tax bur-
den on workers will be overwhelming.

The Congressional Budget Office
warns that if these problems are not
fixed, federal deficits could shatter our
future economy, placing a heavy bur-
den on our children and grandchildren.
The federal deficit would increase from
$107 billion in 1996 to $11 trillion in
2035. The national debt would balloon
to $91 trillion during that same period
of time. Such rapid growth of federal
debt and the deficit would bankrupt
this nation, making any bailout impos-
sible.

Mr. President, I welcome the fact
that the Administration has started to
pay attention to the Social Security
crisis. I am pleased we all agree that
Social Security is facing serious finan-
cial and demographic challenges. It is a
fiscal disaster-in-the-making, un-
sustainable in its present form. We des-
perately need reform to preserve and
strengthen the Social Security pro-
gram. The sooner we do it, the less
pain we will suffer in the future. But
the real question is, how we should go
about it?

It is obvious to me that simply fun-
neling money back into Social Secu-
rity won’t help fix the problem. It will
not re-build the fund’s assets for cur-
rent and future beneficiaries and it
does not address the flaws of the cur-
rent finance mechanism.

The fundamental problem with the
Social Security program is that it is
funded on a pay-as-you-go basis. The
Social Security payroll taxes are not
directly invested in assets, and retir-
ees’ benefits are not paid from the sale
of earlier invested assets. Instead, the
current payroll taxes are largely paid
directly to current retirees, and the
federal government uses the remainder
to fund other programs—stealing from
the Social Security trust fund to pay
for other programs. The Social Secu-
rity’s trust-fund ‘‘assets’’ consist of
nothing but Treasury IOUs that can
only be redeemed if Congress cuts
other spending, raises taxes, or borrows
from the public to raise the cash.

Without fundamental reform, using
general revenue to pay for Social Secu-
rity is nothing but an increase in the
payroll tax on American workers. I be-
lieve that reforming the Social Secu-
rity program to ensure its solvency is
vitally important, and the sooner we
get about the task of doing it the bet-
ter. Any projected budget surplus
should be used partly for that purpose,

using it to build real assets by chang-
ing it from pay-go to a pre-funded sys-
tem.

Yet, I also believe strongly that Con-
gress owes it to the taxpayers to dedi-
cate a good share of the surplus for tax
relief. After all, the government has no
claim on any surplus because the gov-
ernment did not generate it—it will
have been borne of the sweat and hard
work of the American people, and it
therefore should be returned to the
people in the form of tax relief.

Washington and bureaucrats should
not be first in line to take any of the
surplus and spend it. It should go back
to the taxpayers.

Should we save Social Security first
or provide tax cuts first? My answer is
we should do both. We had a similar de-
bate last year about whether we should
balance the budget first and provide
tax cuts later. The truth is we can ab-
solutely do both at the same time, as
long as we have the political will to re-
form Social Security.

The President is maintaining that
not one penny of the surplus should be
used for spending increases or tax
cuts—that every penny should go to
save Social Security. But in his FY
1999 budget, he has already proposed to
spend some $43 billion of the surplus.
That’s an obvious contradiction.

Moreover, in the next five years, the
President will have to use more than
$400 billion out of $600 billion from the
Social Security trust funds surplus to
pay for his government programs.

If we’re serious about saving Social
Security, we should first stop looting
the Social Security surplus to fund
general government programs, return
the borrowed surplus to the trust funds
by cutting government spending, and
begin real Social Security reform.

Mr. President, several other recent
polls prove that Americans are increas-
ingly concerned about the future sol-
vency of the current Social Security
program. A USA Weekend poll showed
that one out of two Americans fear
they would have inadequate Social Se-
curity benefits.

In a survey conducted during a Social
Security conference I hosted recently
in my home state of Minnesota, we
found that 73 percent of the partici-
pants fear they may not achieve a se-
cure retirement from Social Security.

Eighty-five percent believe America’s
young people will be facing a major fi-
nancial crisis and significantly higher
taxes because of current and future
spending on older generations.

Eighty percent believe most people
could make more money investing
their retirement funds in the private
sector than they get from Social Secu-
rity.

Seventy-nine percent would support
conversion of the current pay-go sys-
tem to a prefunded system.

Again, 79 percent, or 8 out of 10
Americans, would support the conver-
sion of the current pay-go system to a
prefunded system.

Clearly, the American people want
reforms to ensure that any retirement

benefits continue to be available to all
Americans. And I believe we should
consider any Social Security reforms
that will provide a better retirement
safety net for all Americans by allow-
ing compound interest to work.

Mr. President, the success of Social
Security reform depends on informing
and educating the American people.
Only a knowledgeable public can make
a sound decision about how we should
go about saving Social Security.

As a first step in this effort, I have
introduced a bill to require statements
providing the American people with es-
sential information on their future So-
cial Security benefits. The information
provided by the Social Security Infor-
mation Act will give us a better idea of
what our Social Security benefits will
be at retirement age, as well as a com-
parison to what those retirees would
get if Social Security dollars had been
invested privately. They need to have
that information. They need to have
that comparison. Americans need to
know up front what they can and can’t
expect of the Social Security System
compared against what they are paying
into it and what their employer is con-
tributing.

Giving individuals an honest ac-
counting of that information serves, I
think, the very fundamental objectives
of the Social Security Program by ena-
bling workers to judge to what degree
they should supplement their contribu-
tions with other forms of retirement
savings such as pension plans, personal
savings, and investment. The Social
Security Information Act is a good
first step in the fundamental reform
that needs to be undertaken.

Mr. President, in closing, I am look-
ing forward to working with my col-
leagues and the administration in ex-
ploring every possible solution that we
can to strengthen Social Security and
to help provide better benefits for to-
day’s recipients and also provide better
benefits for future generations.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.
I thank my colleague from Wyoming,
and I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator from Minnesota, who has
worked very hard in the area of deficit
reduction and strengthening Social Se-
curity. And I know he continues to feel
strongly about it.

One of the interesting things—and I
suppose it is true of any institution,
and it seems more particularly true of
government—is the difficulty in mak-
ing changes. I doubt that there is any-
one who is knowledgeable at all about
Social Security who wouldn’t agree
that there needs to be some changes
made; who wouldn’t agree that if we do
not make changes, the results will not
be what we want, and, conversely, if we
expect some different results, we have
to do some things differently. But it is
very difficult to do. So I think it is im-
portant for us to continue to talk
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about it, continue to stress it, and con-
tinue to point it out.

Social Security is a major compo-
nent of senior citizens’ income. Thirty-
seven and one-half million senior citi-
zens depend at least partially—and
many times totally—on Social Secu-
rity payments. In many cases, it is the
only source of retirement income. That
is unfortunate, of course, because it
isn’t designed to be a retirement pro-
gram, it is designed to be a supple-
mental program.

So there is something to the idea
that we need to deal with taxes and So-
cial Security simultaneously so that
we encourage people to save on their
own and have opportunities to do that
through IRAs, or whatever technique,
and at the same time strengthen Social
Security, because they do, in fact, go
together. All of us, I think, on the
other hand, recognize that the system
as it is now set up is not simultaneous.
In 8 years, the system will begin to feel
the pinch of retirement and the baby
boomers, and this idea of having a sur-
plus will begin to go away, and by the
year 2012 it is expected that we will be
running a deficit in terms of revenues.

What does this mean? It means, of
course, that the Government will not
be able to pay the benefits that are due
without making some other kinds of
changes.

There is some talk about taking the
money and spending it for something
else, which, of course, is true. But the
fact is that under this system, the sur-
pluses can only be invested in Govern-
ment securities. And, therefore, when
the Government needs to borrow
money, for whatever the reason, it bor-
rows from somewhere, and if it didn’t
borrow from Social Security, it would
borrow from us as individuals. But the
problem is, when we take $100 billion a
year out of Social Security and put it
into debt, then, of course, when the
time comes for that debt to have to be
repaid, we have to do something quite
different than what we have been doing
in the past.

It seems to me that the real clincher
is, it is pretty clear that the longer we
wait, the more difficult it will be and
the more severe the changes will have
to be. If we can make those changes as
soon as possible, they can be more in-
cremental and, hopefully, less painful.
And change always has a certain
amount of pain.

During the State of the Union mes-
sage, of course, the President brought
up this notion of Social Security, and,
of course, he said, ‘‘Social Security
first,’’ which is good. And I think it is
fine that this thing was brought up
there. I think it is fine that the White
House has committed itself to this
being the issue. The unfortunate part
of it is, I think, that primarily a politi-
cal statement is one that people like to
hear —‘‘Social Security first.’’ But, un-
fortunately, the President does not
have a plan to do anything about it.

Someone—I think Kevin Kearns from
the Council of Government Reform—in-

dicated that it is a little like the cap-
tain of the Titanic who saw the dis-
tress signals from the Titanic but
didn’t do anything about it. That is
kind of where we are.

So it is a responsibility and an oppor-
tunity for the Congress, I think, to step
up to the plate and to do something
about changing the way that we fund
this program. There are some very
hard questions to be answered. Let me
just share a couple of the things that
are talked about—certainly the sur-
pluses, as I mentioned; and Social Se-
curity will be about $105 billion in 1999.
So the $10 billion surplus that is ap-
plied there is a relatively ineffective
remedy in that it doesn’t really
amount to very much compared to the
kind of lending that is taken.

First, there are several ways to make
changes. The idea of putting some of
these funds into an investment that
grows and compounds has a number of
advantages. One is, we would remove
the excess payroll taxes from the uni-
fied budget. In other words, if we sent
2 percent over into this investment
program, those would not be available
as trust funds to be loaned to the Gov-
ernment as expenditures. That would
be a plus. The second is, the amount
that was invested would almost surely
return a higher return than maybe
Government securities. Whether the
market goes up or down, it also moves
that way, and the private sector also,
at least from the point of view of some.
If we set aside a portion of this to be
dedicated to our retirement funds, it
would be a fund that would become an
asset and, if not exhausted by the user,
would be a part of transfer to heirs.
That again may or may not be the
case, but that is one of the arguments
that we hear.

The Washington Post, on the other
hand, interestingly enough, some time
ago said there are only three possible
answers: Tax increases, spending cuts,
or borrowing from the public. I don’t
believe the analyses of the answers are
complete. Some of the answers are dif-
ferent kinds of investments, different
kinds of returns, and perhaps some-
thing about age. So the idea of simply
more taxes, I think, is not the answer.

The fact is that taxes, as my friend
from Minnesota indicated, have been
raised, I think, some 63 times over the
course of Social Security. The 15.3-per-
cent tax rate we now have is the most
burdensome tax, after all, to most tax-
payers. Seventy-two percent of all
Americans pay no more than 15 percent
in income tax. This means that this
payroll tax is the largest tax, as a per-
centage to Americans, that Americans
pay.

If, in fact, we don’t do something, the
National Center for Policy Analysis
says the rising cost of Social Security
and Medicare will raise the payroll
taxes 53 percent by the time today’s
college students are ready to retire.
Obviously, that is an unacceptable al-
ternative.

Some talk about age differentials. In
1940, the labor force participation rate

for men 65 years of age was 70 percent.
Seventy percent of men 65 years of age
were in the work force. Today, 33 per-
cent are in the work force. So, obvi-
ously, we have less input and more
outgo in this program.

So there are a number of things, all
of which will be kind of new, all of
which, I suppose, will be difficult. But,
unfortunately, it is difficult to make
change. The Social Security Program
is not treated like a pension. Our con-
tributions don’t go into assets like
stocks and bonds or mutual funds that
increase in value over time, as we
know. In the 1950s, there were 16 work-
ers for every retiree, and Social Secu-
rity taxes could be low and the benefits
relatively high. Because of the number
now, there are approximately three
workers per retiree. This decline, as I
mentioned, has resulted in 63 tax in-
creases over this period of time.

So I think the evidence that we have
a problem is clearly there. Now the
question is, What are we willing to do
about it? One of the suggestions, of
course—and I think is a good one—is to
put you and me as workers in charge of
some of our own funds, not simply to
raise taxes but rather to make Social
Security financially sound. The pro-
gram was originally financed on the 6-
percent payroll tax. Today, of course,
the tax rate is 12.4, plus Medicare,
which makes it 15 percent. In order to
keep this, as I mentioned, solvent, pay-
roll taxes will need to be 18 percent by
2020 and 50 percent by 2075.

What are some of the ideas? Of
course, to allow workers to divert a
portion of their current payroll taxes
to personal investment accounts; in-
vesting these funds into private securi-
ties; providing some ownership for this
portion of that fee that goes there; and
investing, of course, in private securi-
ties. I think it is important, on the
other hand, that we continue to ensure
that everyone is involved, that every-
one makes some effort to prepare for
their own retirement. And Social Secu-
rity needs to be a concept that we con-
tinue to have.

So both of these options—of diverting
it into a personal account, investing
the budget surplus funds that we might
have now into private securities, as op-
posed to the way we do it in Govern-
ment securities—are an alternative,
and both of these can go hand in hand.
I think it is fair to say that the invest-
ment of the current surplus into pri-
vate securities will not, in fact, solve
the problem but will move us forward.
But can you imagine young people,
such as the young people who are here
today as pages and as interns, when
they come into the work force and are
able to invest immediately 2 percent of
that fund? Over a period of time, it will
amount to a great deal of money.

So that is kind of where we are, Mr.
President. We have a problem. We have
some difficulties, of course. One of
them that we are talking about this
morning in another context is the uni-
fied budget. There is a great debate



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2153March 18, 1998
over the unified budget. As you know,
all of the money that comes to the
Federal Government goes into the uni-
fied budget, even though it may be in a
trust fund, such as Social Security,
such as a highway fund. Some say we
ought to take those out of the unified
budget and let the Social Security be
off budget and let the highway fund be
off budget. I suppose you have to say
let the airport fund be off budget, and
about 50 others be off budget. We would
end up a bit like my State legislature,
which I think has control of about 30
percent of the funds that come to the
State, and all of it is earmarked for
certain things.

I understand there is merit in that. I
don’t favor that, however. But that is
one of the debates that goes on. The
other one, of course, is as we spend
more than we take in, we borrow from
someone. And obviously, since the law
requires that Social Security has to be
invested in Government securities, you
borrow there. You borrow there first,
which makes a pretty good deal for the
rest of the programs, if you are going
to spend more than you take in. But it
is not a good deal for those people who
have their money set aside in the trust
fund such as Social Security.

So we have, I think, a great deal to
do. We have some hard topics to under-
take. One of them is age. Obviously, we
live longer than we did before. I al-
ready mentioned the work force at 65.
We are moving towards the 67 age limit
rather than 65. But I believe it is 2020
before we reach that level of gradually
moving up 1 month a year.

So that needs to be reviewed. It is
very difficult. It is true that things
need to be done prospectively so that
people who have paid in based on one
set of circumstances are not affected,
particularly during their time of bene-
fits, but that those who come into the
program more recently may come in
under a different set of circumstances.
So if ever there was a program, it
seems to me, where you really have to
decide, is this something we want to go
on in the future, is this something you
begin at age 22 to pay into to expect to
enjoy the benefits, it is Social Secu-
rity.

Polls have indicated that people in
the 20 to 30 age bracket do not expect
to have any benefits come to them. I
think that is unfortunate. I think we
have a responsibility to see that they
do, so that it is not strictly a pay-go,
that they are paying in for someone
else with no hope of benefits. I think it
can be done. I really think it can be
done, and I think it can be done with
relatively modest changes if we will
move quickly to make those changes.
The longer we wait, the more severe
those changes will have to be and the
more difficult they will be to obtain.

Mr. President, I think we are going
to be joined in a moment by another
one of our colleagues. In the meantime,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
been joined now by our other associate,
the Senator from Colorado, to conclude
our comments this morning with re-
spect to our focus on Social Security.
So I yield to the Senator from Colorado
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming for giving me an oppor-
tunity this morning to talk a little bit
about Social Security reform. It is a
delight to be able to work with the sen-
ior Senator from Wyoming on this and
many, many other issues.

One of the most important challenges
that we face as elected officials is the
reform of Social Security. This issue, I
think, is a test of our concern for fu-
ture generations. The problem is far
enough into the future that we could
get away with doing absolutely noth-
ing, but I do not believe this is accept-
able. I am committed, and I think a
majority of Members of both parties
are committed, to the reform of Social
Security, and doing it now.

Currently, Social Security payroll
taxes exceed the level of benefits that
are paid out. We, therefore, have a tem-
porary surplus in the program. This
will continue to be the case until
around the year 2013 when we begin to
run Social Security deficits. Unfortu-
nately, none of the current Social Se-
curity surpluses are saved. They are
spent on other Government programs.
If a private company established a pen-
sion system like this, the adminis-
trator would be sent to jail.

With each passing year, we lose valu-
able time. Several years ago, the bipar-
tisan Commission on Entitlement and
Tax Reform forecast where they
thought the budget would be headed
over the next several decades. The
most startling fact was that unless we
reform entitlements such as Social Se-
curity and Medicare, those entitle-
ments will consume virtually all tax
revenues by the year 2030. Obviously,
taxes would either have to be increased
dramatically or spending would have to
be cut dramatically on critical Govern-
ment functions such as defense, law en-
forcement, transportation, and edu-
cation.

This is a future that we simply must
avoid. But we can only do this by mov-
ing now to reform Social Security. In
my view, it is time to begin the transi-
tion from an exclusively tax-financed
system to an investment-based system.
This will take time. Any transition
will probably have to be implemented
over a period of 25 to 30 years. That is
why it is so critical that we begin the
transition no later than the year 2000.

Obviously, under any transition, we
must guarantee current retirees the re-

turn that they have been promised.
However, younger generations should
be given the option of setting up some
type of personal investment account
similar to an IRA for a portion of their
payroll taxes. Currently, the payroll
tax on wages that is dedicated to So-
cial Security is 12.4 percent. Half of
this is paid by employees and the other
half is paid by the employers. An ini-
tial transition might permit 2 percent
to be invested in a mandatory account
held by the taxpayer. These funds
could be invested in common stock,
bonds, Treasury notes, money markets,
or any mixture desired by the tax-
payer. The principal difference between
this and the current system is that the
personal investment account would be
real money. This type of system is
gradually being put into place in coun-
tries around the world. Australia,
Chile, and Great Britain have also
begun the transition to an investment-
based pension system.

The long-term benefits are signifi-
cant. This system would gradually re-
duce the claim on the U.S. Treasury
that exists with the current system.
Taxpayers would get a better return on
their payroll tax dollars. Each and
every American would become a share-
holder in the economy. The economy
would benefit from the higher level of
national savings by forcing everybody
to save for their retirement.

Mr. President, this is just one of a
number of ideas being considered for
Social Security reform. The important
point is that we need to begin a na-
tional debate on this issue right now.
We need to set to work now in devising
a retirement system for the 21st cen-
tury.

Mr. President, I now yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). The distinguished Senator
from New York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am sure that the
distinguished Senator from Colorado
has other appointments he has to meet
and will have to leave the floor shortly.

But could I congratulate him on his
remarks, and to say that we are about
to introduce a bill, the Social Security
Solvency Act of 1998, that is almost
precisely the one he contemplates, or is
in that range of reference. For his par-
ticular concern, we reduce the present
12.4 percent payroll tax by 2 percentage
points, to 10.4. That puts us on a pay-
as-you-go system, which with other ad-
justments, particularly the cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment, means we will never go
much above 13.4 percent, and we stay
at 12.4 all the way to the year 2045. And
then we give to each worker-employee
the option of having 2 percent, the re-
duction in tax under our bill, put into
a personal savings account—not very
different from the Federal Thrift Sav-
ings Plan in which you have a whole
catalog of mutual funds of various
kinds in which you can invest.

The magic of compound interest is
extraordinary. The Wall Street Journal
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this morning comments on this pro-
posal and notes that—well, I will just
read it:

Why shouldn’t working stiffs have the
same chance others have to exploit the
magic of compound interest? Mr. MOYNIHAN
shows that workers earning $30,000 a year—

Which is not a high income at this
time—
can at a modest 5 percent return amass
$450,000 in savings after 45 years.

By just shifting that 2 percent.
And this gives workers something

they have not had in the past. It gives
them an estate they can pass on to
their children. Oh, heavens, I am about
to say something which I suppose
should be stricken from the RECORD,
but it will make them all Republicans.
Still, it is very much in line with the
Senator’s comments. I very much ap-
preciate what he has said, and I con-
gratulate him on doing so.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the Wall
Street Journal be printed in the
RECORD, and I yield the floor.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 18, 1998]

PUBLIC TRUST BUSTING

When Senator Pat Moynihan speaks, lib-
erals listen. So it just might mark a water-
shed in the Social Security reform debate
that the New York Democrat this week em-
braced private investment retirement ac-
counts.

Mr. Moynihan’s welfare state credentials
are impeccable. He helped to expand it dur-
ing the Johnson and Nixon years and he’s
been its most intellectually nimble defender
since. He bitterly opposed President Clin-
ton’s decision to sign a welfare reform law.
And only last year, writing in the New York
Times, he seemed to rule out any significant
change in Social Security.

Well, he’s now revising and extending
those remarks. On Monday at Harvard, he
said Social Security can be saved only by
changing it. And not merely with the usual
political kamikaze run of raising taxes and
slashing benefits. He’s also endorsing a rede-
sign that would allow individuals to invest
two percentage points of their payroll tax as
they please, presumably in stocks, bonds and
other private investments.

This is a big breakthrough, ideologically
and politically. The idea of a private Social
Security option has until recently been the
province of libertarians and other romantics.
When Steve Forbes talked up the concept in
1996, he was demagogued by fellow Repub-
licans. Even such a free-marketeer as Ronald
Reagan was forced to accept a Social Secu-
rity fix in 1983 that relied mostly on tax
hikes.

What’s changed? Only the world, as Mr.
Moynihan admits. The weight of the looming
Baby Boom retirement has caused a loss of
public faith in Social Security’s sustain-
ability. Few Gen-Xers even expect to receive
it. More and more Americans also began to
see the virtue of private retirement vehicles
like IRAs and 401(k)s, which grew like Topsy
as the stock market boomed.

‘‘In the meanwhile the academic world had
changed,’’ Mr. Moynihan also told the most-
ly liberal academics at Harvard. ‘‘The most
energetic and innovative minds had turned
away from government programs—the nanny
state—toward individual enterprise, self-reli-
ance, free markets.’’ (No, he wasn’t quoting

from this editorial page.) Privatizing Social
Security suddenly became thinkable, in
many minds even preferable.

In short, the same economic and political
forces that have remade American business
are now imposing change on government.
Global competition and instant information
have forced industry to streamline or die.
Now those forces are busting up public mo-
nopolies—the public trusts, to adapt a Teddy
Roosevelt phrase—that deliver poor results.

In the U.S., that means breaking a public
school monopoly that traps poor kids in me-
diocrity or worse. And it means reforming a
retirement system that gives individuals
only a fraction of the return on their savings
that they know they’d receive if they in-
vested the money themselves. These are ulti-
mately moral questions, because in the name
of equity these public trusts are damaging
opportunity for those who need it most.

The rich have known for years how to ex-
ploit the magic of compound interest, for ex-
ample. Why shouldn’t working stiffs have
the same chance? Mr. Moynihan shows that
a worker earning $30,000 a year can, at a
modest 4% annual return, amass $450,000 in
savings over 45 years by shifting just 2% of
the payroll tax into a private account. Thus
do even liberals become capitalists.

Now, let us acknowledge that
‘‘privatizing’’ Social Security is not what
Mr. Moynihan desires. His political goal is to
reform Social Security just enough to be
able to save its universal guarantee. He
fears, sensibly enough, that if liberals oppose
any change they may find the debate has
moved on without them. ‘‘The veto groups
that prevented any change in the welfare
system,’’ he says, ‘‘looked up one day to find
the system had vanished.’’

No doubt many conservatives will want to
go much further than the New Yorker, us
among them. If investing 2% of the payroll
tax rate is desirable, why not more? Workers
ought to be able to decide for themselves if
they want to trade lower taxes now for a
lower Social Security payment at retire-
ment.

We also disagree with Mr. Moynihan on
some of his details. To defray the cost of re-
ducing the payroll tax, he would increase the
amount of wages subject to that tax—from
$68,400 now to $97,500 by 2003. This is a large
increase in the marginal tax rate for many
taxpayers that would defeat reform’s very
purpose. He’d also raise the payroll tax rate
down the line as the Boomers retire—some-
thing that needn’t happen if the reform were
more ambitious than the Senator says he
wants.

Yet for all of that, Mr. Moynihan moves
the debate in the direction of more individ-
ual control and more market sense. Along
with his pal and co-sponsor, Nebraska’s Bob
Kerrey, he has broken with liberal ortho-
doxy. Maybe their daring will even give cour-
age to Republicans.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I would
like to respond briefly to the senior
Senator from New York. I compliment
him on his leadership on this particu-
lar issue. Obviously, those of us who
are just new to the Senate appreciate
the background and wealth of informa-
tion that he brings to this issue and ac-
tually look forward to working very
closely with him on these issues. A lot
of what he says I agree with, and I
think it is an issue that needs to be ad-
dressed today. With people like the
Senator from New York working on
this problem, I feel even more con-
fident we will be able to address the
problem in the near future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, Mr. KERREY, will
have 30 minutes to speak.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum await-
ing the arrival of Senator KERREY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New York is recognized.
f

SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY ACT
OF 1998

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
for the purpose of introducing the So-
cial Security Solvency Act of 1998. I do
so in the distinguished company of my
friend from Nebraska, Senator KERREY.
This is a matter which we have just
heard two distinguished Senators from
the other side of the aisle say requires
that we attend to, and soon. The Presi-
dent has asked us to devote this year
to a national conversation on this sub-
ject. The Pew Charitable Trusts are be-
ginning a series of forums across the
country on the matter, and the pros-
pect that we can reach some kind of a
consensus is good, if we have just
enough courage to do the few necessary
things.

I perhaps would start out by saying
that we can save Social Security, and I
don’t use those words lightly, because
Social Security is in jeopardy. In about
14 years’ time Social Security outlays
will exceed revenues. In a generation’s
time, there will be a huge gap between
what is owed and what is received, and
the mood will be to scrap the whole
system as a relic of the 1930s, as, in-
deed, an inheritance from Bismarckian
Germany. It predates the global econ-
omy of the present and the wide par-
ticipation of our population in personal
savings accounts and mutual funds and
such matters.

My distinguished friend from Ne-
braska and I have been thinking about
this for a good long while. He has in-
troduced important measures, and we
now bring to the Senate floor and to
the consideration of the Congress a ma-
tured proposal. May I say that we have
worked very closely with the actuaries
at the Social Security Administration,
now an independent agency once again.
We have worked with the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Joint
Committee on Taxation. The numbers
we present in this measure are, as near
as they can be, accurate and agreed to
by objective authorities who have no
politics of any kind.

I shall describe the essence of the bill
very briefly as I see both the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska and an-
other distinguished colleague on the
Finance Committee, the Senator from
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Louisiana, on the floor. Our proposal is
as simple as can be. We say go back to
pay-as-you-go. That is the principle on
which we began Social Security in 1935.
We changed it in 1977 to a partially
funded system. The payroll tax rose
and rose again; 80 percent of American
taxpayers now pay more in payroll
taxes than they pay in income taxes.
And the surplus has been used for other
things altogether, it being the nec-
essary fact that you cannot save it in
any of the senses that an individual
can save.

We propose to reduce the payroll tax
from 12.4 percent to 10.4 percent. As
you can see on this chart, our present
arrangement would lead us, by the year
2070, to 18 percent of payroll—and it
might even be higher. Under this legis-
lation we stay at 10.4 until the year
2030, and then only very slightly go up
in mid-21st century to 13 percent and a
little more.

Our second proposal is to allow em-
ployees—workers—to opt that the 2
percent reduction in their present rate
of taxation be put into a personal sav-
ings account. The Social Security Ad-
ministration would present an array of
different options, just as the Federal
Thrift Savings Plan does now, from
very conservative to more speculative,
or a combination thereof. There are
plenty of such options available. And
at rather modest returns, given what
John Maynard Keynes called ‘‘the
magic of compound interest,’’ you
would see a worker who put in 45 years,
let us say—as I remarked in the paper
I gave at the John F. Kennedy School
on Monday which describes this—a
worker who spent 45 years with the
Bethlehem Steel Company could easily
find himself with an estate of half a
million dollars. The worker could pass
on that wealth to his or her heirs.

Retirement has been for some time
taking up about one-quarter of the
adult life. We would gradually raise the
retirement age to continue at that
ratio. A person retiring would have
that basic annuity of Social Security,
frequently—not always, but increas-
ingly—a pension earned in his or her
working life from the firm involved,
and the returns on the personal savings
account. This is an extraordinary pos-
sibility. The one essential that makes
it possible is that we establish a cor-
rect cost-of-living index, such that the
value of the Social Security annuity is
maintained but not overstated. This is
something on which I believe the great
majority of economists now agree. I
was impressed, and I will close now,
with a statement by Robert A. Pollak,
the Hernreich Distinguished Professor
of Economics at Washington Univer-
sity, in the Winter 1998 Journal of Eco-
nomic Perspectives, a journal of the
American Economic Association, just
available, in which he says we ought to
do two things. One is leave the CPI as
it has been since 1918, keep its integ-
rity. It is not a cost-of-living index; the
Bureau of Labor Statistics which com-
putes it so states. But then have the

necessary political will to correct cost
of living adjustments by 1 percentage
point, which was the proposal of the
commission headed by Professor Mi-
chael J. Boskin, of Stanford Univer-
sity, former chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers. As Professor Pol-
lak writes:

[O]n the political side—and here I step out-
side my role as an economist and an expert
on the CPI—I recommend modifying not the
CPI but the procedure used to index tax
brackets and transfer payments. More spe-
cifically, I recommend that the CPI be left
alone pending the report of the committee of
technical experts I have proposed, but that,
pending their report and action on it, tax
brackets and transfer payments be escalated
by the CPI minus one percentage point. I
recommend one percentage point not be-
cause it is my estimate of the amount by
which the CPI overstated the rate of infla-
tion in some particular year but because of
its resemblance to what game theorists call
a ‘‘focal point.’’ A change in the indexation
formula rather than in the procedure used to
calculate the CPI would accomplish two de-
sirable goals. First, it would maintain the
integrity and credibility of the CPI and, thus
would do nothing to further erode trust in
government. Second, it would recognize that
the procedure currently used to index tax
brackets and benefit payments is working
badly—that is it has become too expensive
and is leading to excessive transfers from
young workers to the elderly. As a political
matter, I would like to see these transfers
reduced, but the responsibility for reducing
them belongs to elected politicians, not to
unelected economists.

Mr. President, we are all agreed on
this. We only have to do it. It is not a
complicated matter, but it is a
daunting one because it requires cour-
age. There are now veto groups which
will say, ‘‘Don’t change this system.’’
All public arrangements acquire such
groups. In the end they will defeat
themselves. And in a sense we have to
save them from themselves. But to do
so takes courage. If I may say, that is
one of the reasons I am particularly
proud to be associated in this matter
with my gallant friend from Nebraska,
who has shown remarkable courage in
his lifetime in battle overseas and at
home, where he has been willing to tell
truths that were not always welcome
but were very necessary.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the address at the
John F. Kennedy School of Govern-
ment at Harvard be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SOCIAL SECURITY SAVED!
(By Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan)

Let me begin with a proposition appro-
priate to our setting. Social Security in the
United States is very much the work of acad-
emicians. It came about in an exceptional 14
months in the first Roosevelt administra-
tion, but economists had been planning it for
a third of a century.

A second proposition. As with much social
policy that originates with academic ex-
perts, the level of informed political support
for Social Security within the electorate has
always been low, and just now is getting
lower.

This history goes back to the progressive
era at the beginning of the century. It is to
be associated, for example, with John R.
Commons of the University of Wisconsin who
helped found the American Association for
Labor Legislation in 1906. The German gov-
ernment had created a workman’s compensa-
tion system, a form of insurance against in-
dustrial injuries, and a sickness insurance
program in 1884. In the academic manner,
these ideas crossed the Atlantic, and were
particularly well received by the north Euro-
pean populace of Minnesota. Edwin E. Witte,
the author of the Social Security Act of 1935,
a student of Commons, was, for example, of
Moravian stock.

In a fairly short order workman’s com-
pensation became near universal among the
states, and the reformers now looked to uni-
versal health insurance, a logical follow-on.
In a mode we have experienced in our time,
this proved too much. Business grew nerv-
ous. The American Federation of Labor, led
by Samuel Gompers, ‘‘joined his fellow mem-
bers in impassioned opposition.’’ 1 Labor
leaders of Gompers’ generation looked with
suspicion on government-provided benefits.
They wanted trade unions to do that. World
War I and its aftermath pretty much ended
the era. As Witte’s biographer writes:

‘‘No great popular enthusiasm developed
for health insurance, and in the troubled
days immediately following World War I it
went down to defeat amid contradictory
cries of Made in Germany and of Bol-
shevism.’’ 2

In the event, when the political system
was ready it had to send for the academics.
Roosevelt, pressed by Huey Long, and the
Townsend Plan, and the general distress of
the Depression, needed a big bill. In June of
1934 he set up the Committee on Economic
Security, headed by Frances Perkins, a
knowledgeable reformer, albeit of the Gra-
mercy Park variety. And also a woman with
a magical ability to get strong men, from
Tammany district leaders to Supreme Court
Justices, to help her out because she was,
well, so in need of help.

Madame Perkins brought Commons’ stu-
dent Witte from Wisconsin to staff her Com-
mittee on Economic Security, but it was left
to her to figure out how to get a bill passed.
She relates the sequence in ‘‘The Roosevelt I
Knew’’:

‘‘It is difficult now to understand fully the
doubts and confusions in which we were
planning this great new enterprise in 1934.
The problems of constitutional law seemed
almost insuperable. I drew courage from a
bit of advice I got accidentally from Su-
preme Court Justice Stone. I had said to
him, in the course of a social occasion a few
months earlier, that I had great hope of de-
veloping a social insurance system for the
country, but that I was deeply uncertain of
the method since, as I said laughingly, Your
Court tells us what the Constitution per-
mits. Stone had whispered, The taxing power
of the Federal Government, my dear; the
taxing power is sufficient for everything you
want and need.3

And so it came about that on August 14,
1935, when FDR signed the bill, standing at
the President’s right in the official photo-
graph was Robert L. Doughton of North
Carolina, Chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

I am not altogether comfortable with what
I am about to say, but I will do so anyway in
the hope that you will give the subject some
thought. I suggest that giving jurisdiction
over Social Security to the tax writing com-
mittees of the Congress (the Finance Com-
mittee in the Senate), has caused the pro-
gram to be treated as a somewhat marginal
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concern by its congressional guardians. As
an example, no one much objected when the
originally independent Social Security Ad-
ministration was folded into first one agency
then another, to the point of near disappear-
ing.

In 1993 I became Chairman of Finance and
in time was able to re-establish an independ-
ent Social Security Administration. In the
Congressional Directory of that year there
were 278 names between the incumbent Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services and the
Administrator of Social Security, ‘‘Va-
cant.’’ 4

I even managed, as I put it, to decriminal-
ize babysitting. Early in the Clinton admin-
istration, a number of senior appointees
came afoul of the Social Security law. They
had not paid payroll taxes on various types
of household help. The taxes were due quar-
terly, in quintuplet forms and the like. And
few persons knew they were owed. This was
especially the case with babysitters. A fine
rite of passage for young girls. And yet a
taxable occupation. I was able to enact legis-
lation putting an end to any of that for per-
sons under age 18. As I related in Miles To Go,
it may have saved my 1994 election.5 People
didn’t know much about Social Security, but
after a succession of prospective nominees
for Attorney General had to be withdrawn,
they realized that Social Security might
send them to jail. Not what Frances Perkins
had in mind.

Over the years, the original excitement
surrounding Social Security faded; and few
noticed. When a time came that a majority
of non-retired young adults had concluded
they themselves would never get Social Se-
curity, few showed any great concern. Some
elements within the Republican Party seem
always to have been inclined to the thought
that the whole scheme was a Rooseveltian
fraud, and the public seemed to agree. (A
Ponzi scheme, was the phrase, current in the
1930s.) Then in the late 1970s a combination
of high inflation and overindexing did indeed
move the Trust Funds perilously close to in-
solvency. There was no great danger. At
worst, checks might have been delayed a few
days. But this did not prevent President Rea-
gan’s budget director from stating in the
spring of 1981 that ‘‘Unless both the House
and the Senate pass a bill in the Congress
which can be signed by the President within
the next 15 months, the most devastating
bankruptcy in history will occur on or about
November 3, 1982.’’ 6 A Presidential Commis-
sion was set up, chaired by the redoubtable
Alan Greenspan, with Robert J. Myers as
staff director, Myers—a lifelong Repub-
lican—having come from the Midwest to help
out Witte in 1934! But no agreement could be
reached by the time the commission expired
at the end of 1982.

Then the shade of Frances Perkins inter-
vened. On January 3, 1983, Robert J. Dole,
Senate Majority Leader, published an article
on the op-ed page of The New York Times,
entitled ‘‘Reagan’s Faithful Allies.’’ It
seemed that many people thought Congres-
sional Republicans weren’t giving the Presi-
dent the support he needed and deserved. Not
so, Senator Dole said, we are with the Presi-
dent and there are great things still to be
done. Then this:

‘‘Social Security is a case in point. With
116 million workers supporting it and 36 mil-
lion beneficiaries relying on it, Social Secu-
rity overwhelms every other domestic prior-
ity. Through a combination of relatively
modest steps including some acceleration of
already scheduled taxes and some reduction
in the rate of future benefit increases, the
system can be saved. When it is, much of the
credit, rightfully, will belong to this Presi-
dent and his party.’’ 7

That day I was being sworn in for a second
term in the Senate. I had read the article

and went up to Senator Dole on the Senate
Floor and asked if he really thought that,
why not try one last time? And he did think
it. A year of listening to Myers had altered
a lifetime of Republican dogma. We met the
next day. The day after that Barber Conable
was brought in, a Republican who both un-
derstood and believed in Social Security. On
January 15th, 13 days from our first ex-
change, agreement was reached at Blair
House and the crisis passed. (In a November
2, 1997 interview on ‘‘Meet The Press,’’ Sen-
ator Dole cited this as his greatest accom-
plishment in his Senate career. And well he
might.)

Social Security was secure for the time
being. Indeed, the payroll tax generated a
considerable surplus which we have lived off
ever since, and will continue to enjoy for yet
a few years. But the loss of confidence was
grievous. Had we, indeed, just barely escaped
bankruptcy? What then did the future hold
but more such crises? In the meanwhile the
academic world had changed. Energetic and
innovative minds (one thinks of Martin Feld-
stein here at Harvard) had turned away from
government programs—‘‘the nanny state’’—
toward individual enterprise, self-reliance,
free markets. As the 1990s arrived, and the
long stock market boom, the call for privat-
ization of Social Security all but drowned
out the more traditional views.

This was for real. In 1996, Congress enacted
legislation, signed by the President, which
repealed Title IV-A of the Social Security
Act, Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren. The mothers’ pension of the progres-
sive era, incorporated in the 1935 legislation,
vanished with scarcely a word of protest.

Will the Old Age pensions and survivors
benefits disappear as well? What might once
have seemed inconceivable is now somewhere
between possible and probable. I, for one,
hope that this will not happen. A minimum
retirement guarantee, along with survivors
benefits, is surely something we ought to
keep, even as we augment retirement income
in other ways. What is more, this can readily
be done. Let me outline a solution.

I have a bill entitled ‘‘The Social Security
Solvency Act of 1998.’’ Senator Robert
Kerrey and I will introduce it in the Senate
this week. Here are the specifics:

I. REDUCE PAYROLL TAXES AND RETURN TO PAY-
AS-YOU-GO SYSTEM WITH OPTIONAL PERSONAL
ACCOUNTS

A. Reduce Payroll Taxes and Return to Pay-As-
You-Go

As I first proposed in 1989, this bill would
return Social Security to a pay-as-you-go
system. That is, payroll tax rates would be
adjusted so that annual revenues from taxes
closely match annual outlays. This makes
possible an immediate payroll tax cut
amounting to about $800 billion over the
next decade, with the lower rates remaining
in place for the next 30 years. We would cut
the payroll tax from 12.4 to 10.4 percent be-
tween 2001 and 2024, and the rate would stay
at or below 12.4 percent until 2045. Even in
the out-years, as we say, the pay-as-you-go
rate under this plan will increase only
slightly above the current rate of 12.4 per-
cent. It would top out at 13.4 percent in 2060.
And in order to ensure continued solvency,
the Board of Trustees of the Social Security
Trust Funds will make recommendations for
a new pay-as-you-go tax rate schedule if the
Trust Funds fall out of close actuarial bal-
ance. Such a new tax rate schedule would be
considered by the Congress under fast track
procedures.

There is a matter of fairness here. Of fami-
lies that have payroll tax liability, 80 per-
cent pay more in payroll taxes than in in-
come taxes.

B. Voluntary Personal Savings Accounts

Beginning in 2001, the bill would permit
voluntary personal savings accounts, which
workers could finance with the proceeds of
the two percent cut in the payroll tax. Alter-
natively, a worker could simply take the em-
ployee share of the tax cut in the form of an
increase in take-home pay equal to one per-
cent of wages. (Economists will argue that
workers who do not opt for voluntary per-
sonal savings accounts will also, eventually,
receive the employer share in the form of
higher wages. But that’s a discussion for an-
other time.)

The magic of compound interest will en-
able workers who contribute two percent of
their wages to these personal savings ac-
counts for 45 years (2000–2045) to amass a con-
siderable estate, which they can leave to
their heirs. Some examples, in nominal dol-
lars, for workers at various earnings levels:

Real Rate of Interest

Earnings level 3 percent 4 percent 5 percent

Minimum wage ($12,000) ........ $110,000 $135,000 $175,000
Average wage ($30,000) ........... 275,000 350,000 450,000
Maximum wage ($70,000) ........ 660,000 850,000 1,100,000

C. Increase in Amount of Wages Subject to Tax

Under current law, the Social Security
payroll tax applies only to the first $68,400 of
wages in 1998, indexed to the annual growth
in average wages. At that level, we are tax-
ing about 85 percent of wages in covered em-
ployment. That percentage has been drifting
down because wages of persons above the
taxable maximum have been growing faster
than wages of persons below it.

Historically, about 90 percent of wages
have been subject to tax. Under this bill, we
propose to increase the taxable maximum to
$97,500 (thereby taxing about 87 percent of
wages) by 2003. We then resume automatic
changes in the base, tied to increases in
wages, as under current law. (The taxable
maximum is projected to increase to $82,800
in 2003 under current law.)

II. INDEXATION PROVISIONS

As students of the Congress, you know by
now that every tax cut requires an offset. So
how do we offset the payroll tax cut in this
bill? By two indexation procedures, and some
other changes that most observers agree are
needed.

A. Correct Cost of Living Adjustments by One
Percentage Point

We propose to correct cost of living adjust-
ments by one percentage point. This adjust-
ment would apply to all indexed programs
(outlays and revenues) except Supplemental
Security Income.

This is an issue that has been with us for
a long while now. Some 35 years ago in the
Kennedy Administration I was Assistant
Secretary of Labor for Policy Planning and
Research, with nominal responsibility for
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The then-
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, Ewan Clague, could not have been more
friendly and supportive; he and his staff un-
dertook to teach me, to the extent I was
teachable. Although the BLS statisticians
were increasingly confident of the accuracy
with which they measured unemployment,
business and labor were still distrustful. By
contrast, the Consumer Price Index, begun in
1918 (monthly unemployment numbers only
begin in 1948) was quite a different matter. It
was beginning to be used as a measure of in-
flation in labor contracts and such like. Our
BLS economists knew that the CPI over-
stated inflation, but no one seemed to mind.
Business could make that calculation in col-
lective bargaining contracts. And if they
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failed to do, well, it was good for the work-
ers. Indeed, on taking office in 1961, the Ken-
nedy Administration had waiting for it a re-
port by a distinguished National Bureau of
Economic Research committee headed by
George Stigler, who would go on to win the
Nobel Prize in economics. The Stigler report,
‘‘The Price Statistics of the Federal Govern-
ment,’’ 8 concluded that the CPI and other
indexes overstated the cost of living.

That theme was picked up again by Profes-
sor Robert J. Gordon in an article in the
Public Interest in 1981.9 Gordon wrote ‘‘It is
discouraging that so little has been done [by
the BLS] . . . for so long.’’ The bias identi-
fied by Stigler was still present in the CPI,
which Gordon pointed out was ‘‘the single
most quoted economic statistic in the
world.’’

In 1994, in a celebrated memorandum enti-
tled ‘‘Big Choices,’’ then-OMB Director Alice
Rivlin noted that ‘‘CPI may be overstated by
0.4% to 1.5%.’’ It then fell to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee to pursue the issue. We
held three hearings and in short order found
that the BLS itself acknowledges that the
CPI is not a cost of living index. In the BLS
pamphlet ‘‘Understanding the Consumer
Price Index: Answers to Some Questions’’
there is the following Q & A:

‘‘Is the CPI a cost of living index? No, al-
though it frequently (and mistakenly) is
called a cost-of-living index.’’ 10

In 1995, the Finance Committee appointed
the Advisory Commission to Study the Con-
sumer Price Index. Chaired by Professor Mi-
chael J. Boskin of Stanford, who had been
Chairman of the Council of Economic Advis-
ers under President Bush. Also on the Com-
mission were two eminent members of the
Economics Department here at Harvard: Zvi
Griliches and Dale Jorgenson. Their final re-
port concluded that the CPI overstates
changes in the cost of living by 1.1 percent-
age points.11

It is true that recently the Bureau of
Labor Statistics has made some improve-
ments, a routine of some 80 years now, but
most of these were already anticipated when
the Boskin Commission issued its final re-
port. That bias has not been corrected. It is
not in the nature of this beast. Speaking be-
fore the annual meetings of the American
Economic Association and the American Fi-
nance Association in Chicago in January of
this year, Alan Greenspan said:

‘‘Despite the advances in price measure-
ment that have been made over the years,
there remains considerable room for im-
provement.’’

So our legislation includes the one per-
centage point correction, but it also estab-
lishes a Cost of Living Board to determine on
an annual basis if some further refinement is
necessary.

B. Increase in Retirement Age
In our 1983 agreement, the retirement age

was increased, over time, to age 67 for those
turning 62 in the year 2022. This legislation
would make gradual increases in the retire-
ment age by two months per year between
2000–2017, and by one month every two years
between years 2018 and 2065. This increase is
a form of indexation which results in retire-
ment ages of 68 in 2017 (for workers reaching
age 62 in that year), and 70 in 2065 (for work-
ers reaching age 62 in that year.)

I refer to the increase as a form of index-
ation because it is related to the increase in
life expectancy. Persons retiring in 1960 at
age 65 had a life expectancy, at age 65, of 15
years and spent about 25 percent of their
adult life in retirement. Persons retiring in
2073, at age 70, are projected to have a life ex-
pectancy at age 70 of about 17 years, and
would also spend about 25 percent of their
adult life in retirement. These are persons

not yet born today. And they can expect, on
average, to live almost to age 90. And that
may be a conservative estimate as we don’t
know where medical technology will take us.

III. PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION—REPEAL OF
EARNINGS TEST

The so-called earnings test would be elimi-
nated for all beneficiaries age 62 and over,
beginning in 2003. (Under current law, the
test increases to $30,000 in 2002.) The earnings
test is a relic of the Depression years. When
Social Security was enacted in 1935, the Fed-
eral government was trying to discourage el-
derly workers from remaining in the labor
force because there were not enough jobs.
Today, the unemployment rate is down to 4.6
percent, and we should do everything pos-
sible to encourage workers to remain in the
labor force. The earnings test is also an ad-
ministrative burden with about one million
beneficiaries submitting forms to the Social
Security Administration so that benefits can
be withheld—reduced—if the beneficiary has
wages in excess of the earnings test. All for
naught because higher benefits—roughly off-
setting the loss in benefits—are paid in the
future for each month for which benefits are
withheld.

IV. OTHER CHANGES

All three factions of the 1994–1996 Social
Security Advisory Council supported some
variation of the following three provisions.12

A. Normal Taxation of Benefits
We propose to tax Social Security benefits

to the same extent private pensions are
taxed. That is, Social Security benefits
would be taxed to the extent that the work-
er’s benefits exceed his or her contributions
to the system. Consequently, about 95 per-
cent of Social Security benefits would be
taxed. (For private pensions, the percentage
taxed varies according to how much of the
plan is funded by employee contributions. In
many private pensions, the employee makes
no contribution, so 100 percent of the pension
benefits are taxed.)

B. Coverage of Newly Hired State and Local
Employees

Effective in 2001, we would extend Social
Security coverage to newly hired employees
in currently excluded State and local posi-
tions. In 1935, State and local employees
were not included in Social Security because
it was believed that the Federal government
did not have the power to tax State govern-
ments. However, subsequent actions by Con-
gress providing for mandatory Medicare cov-
erage of State and local employees have not
been challenged. Then a unanimous Supreme
Court decision in 1986 put the issue to rest.
In Bowen v. Public Agencies Opposed to Social
Security Entrapment,13 the Court upheld a
provision in the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1983 that prevented States from
withdrawing from Social Security. Including
State and local workers is not only constitu-
tional, it is fair, since most of the five mil-
lion State and local employees (about a
quarter of all State and local employees) not
covered by Social Security in their govern-
ment jobs do receive Social Security benefits
as a result of working at other jobs—part-
time or otherwise—that are covered by So-
cial Security. Relative to their contributions
these workers receive generous benefits. Our
bill will bring these employees into the sys-
tem, preventing them from getting a wind-
fall.

C. Increase in Length of Computation Period
We would increase the length of the com-

putation period from 35 to 38 years. Consist-
ent with the increase in life expectancy and
the increase in the retirement age, we expect
workers to have more years with earnings.
Computation of their benefits should be
based on these additional years of earnings.

BUDGET EFFECTS

Not only does this proposal provide for
long-run solvency of Social Security, fi-
nanced with payroll tax rates not much
higher than current rates in the out-years,
but it is also fully paid for in the short-run.
The Congressional Budget Office’s prelimi-
nary estimate indicates that for the 10-year
period FY 1999–2008, the bill would increase
the projected cumulative budget surplus by
$170 billion, from $671 billion to $841 billion.
For the five year period FY 1999–2003, CBO
projects that, under this plan, the cumu-
lative surplus would remain unchanged. In
no year is there a deficit. And, to repeat, all
of this is accomplished while reducing pay-
roll taxes by almost $800 billion.

Will this happen? I just do not know. In a
manner that the late Mancur Olsen would
recognize, over time Social Security has ac-
quired a goodly number of veto groups which
prevent changes, howsoever necessary. There
are exceptions as in 1983 when we did our
work in 13 days and behind closed doors. But
otherwise, stasis is the norm. Thus for the
past three or four years almost all the major
players in the Administration have recog-
nized that we had to employ a better meas-
ure of price inflation. But repeatedly action
was vetoed by the, well, veto groups.

They can go on in this manner if they
choose. But if they do, in 30 years time So-
cial Security as we have known it since 1935
will have vanished. The veto groups that pre-
vented any change in the welfare system—
Title IV-A—for so long, looked up one day to
find the system had vanished. It is time then
for courage as well as policy analysis.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. I see my friend from

Nebraska on the floor. I wonder if he
would like to speak at this point, in
which event I yield such time as he
may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me
first congratulate the senior Senator
from New York. The only thing better
than having the senior Senator from
New York introducing this piece of leg-
islation would be to have Franklin
Delano Roosevelt himself out here in-
troducing this bill. This does not just
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save Social Security, it transforms it
into a much better program, as we
have done through the history of So-
cial Security. We have made it better
as need requires.

I am very much appreciative of your
warnings through our public life of the
things that you see happening. Very
often we have not heeded your warn-
ings and then afterward have come
back and said, ‘‘You were right 30 years
ago,’’ ‘‘You were right 20 years ago.’’
For the sake of future beneficiaries, I
hope it doesn’t take us that long this
time around to realize you are right.

Before the Senator leaves, I want to
ask him a couple questions, because
there are a couple things in this pro-
posal—and I am going to speak about
the wealth-generating nature of this
piece of legislation. Indeed, most re-
markably, there are an awful lot of
Americans who do not distinguish the
difference between wealth and income.

I read in your hometown newspaper,
the New York Times, from time to
time about people talking about the
gap between the rich and the poor, and
they immediately go to income, as if
wealth and income are the same thing.
They obviously are not. I could have
$500,000 a year in income, but if I spend
it all, I have no wealth. Likewise, I can
cite this marvelous story of Osceola
McCardy from Hattiesburg, MS, who
worked 63 or 64 years as a washer-
woman, never made more than $10,000,
discovered the magic of compounding
interest rates. When she decided to re-
tire at the age of 87, she called up
Southern Mississippi University and
said, ‘‘I want to give you a gift.’’ They
presumed, no doubt, it was a doily or
something that she made at home. It
was a couple hundred thousand dollars
cash. When the New York Times asked
her how she generated a couple hun-
dred thousand dollars cash on that low
income, she said it was the magic of
compounding interest rates.

In addition to the wealth-generating
appeal of this long-term—enabling our
citizens to acquire ownership and
wealth and the virtue that comes from
that, as well as the security that comes
from owning a share of your country
and having an interest in keeping infla-
tion under control and all sorts of
other things, and the capacity to be
generous with your own wealth and
leave some not only to your children
but perhaps to some other thing that
you care deeply about.

I was struck, as I read, again, your
hometown newspaper this morning,
that there is some division in the Re-
publican ranks as well as the Demo-
cratic ranks of what to do with this so-
called surplus, which, as you have
pointed out, is nothing more than an
overlevy. We do not have a surplus; we
are just taxing people who get paid by
the hour more than is necessary to pay
the Social Security bills. In addition to
the pay-go and the wealth-generating
part, perhaps the most important part
of this proposal is that it represents an
$800 billion tax cut over some—

Mr. MOYNIHAN. An $800 billion tax
cut over 10 years.

Mr. KERREY. Again in your home-
town newspaper, it reported anyway—
perhaps it is not—division on the other
side of the aisle. Senator DOMENICI has
a $30 billion tax cut over 5 years. Some-
one on that side of the aisle wanted a
$60 billion tax cut over 5 years. I ask
the Senator, what does this represent
over 5 years in terms of a tax cut? Do
you have that number available, or is
it $800 billion?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Not quite. I believe
about $300 billion. About $300 billion
over 5 years; $800 billion over 10 years.

Mr. KERREY. I think one of the
points we need to make to citizens who
are watching this is that in the great
tax debates that go around this Cap-
itol, very often what we are talking
about when we are talking about taxes
is income taxes; people are debating
taxes. For the median family of four—
a husband, wife, and two children—
they will pay about $2,700 in income
taxes, a $34,000 median family. They
will pay $5,400 in payroll taxes. So for
them, the payroll tax is the largest
tax. The income tax is a smaller tax
and a smaller burden on them than the
income tax is.

So perhaps one of the reasons, when
we debate tax cuts, that $60 billion
over 5 years seems relatively large is
that people have not paid attention, as
they should, to the payroll tax. I just
urge those who are wanting to give
Americans a tax cut to look at this
proposal seriously, because this is the
biggest tax cut proposal anybody has
put before this body that I have seen in
recent memory.

Does the Senator agree with that? Do
you see this as a tax cut as well?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It would be one of
the largest tax cuts in our history, and,
in the process, it would put the Social
Security System into permanent actu-
arial balance.

Mr. KERREY. I also point out, Mr.
President, since the Senator
transitioned into that, that it would
put it into actuarial balance for 75
years, there have been a lot of people
talking about—well, let’s take again
this surplus, which is nothing more
than an overlevy. Let’s be clear, we
have taxes higher than they need to be
to pay the bills. We have had a lot of
folks come down and talk about the
gasoline tax. The gasoline tax is higher
than is needed to pay all the bills. So
we are struggling with this problem
here; we have a cap on expenditures.

The same thing is true with payroll
taxes. They are higher than needed to
pay the bills, but because we are using
them for other purposes, it doesn’t
seem to bother us so much.

In addition to that, some have been
talking about using the surplus with-
out doing what the distinguished Sen-
ator has done, which is to say we are
going to make Social Security sound.
One of the reasons that this is very
often confusing is that people think
that the only people who are bene-

ficiaries are people who are currently
eligible, which are the 37 million or so
currently eligible. That is not true. Ev-
erybody effectively who is alive in
America today is a beneficiary. They
may not be eligible today, but that is a
promise on the table for them.

You can send in a form to the Social
Security Administration and say,
‘‘Hello. My name is BOB KERREY. I am
54 years of age. What will my benefits
be if I take retirement at age 65?’’ if I
decide I want to go out at 65. Or if I am
20 years old and just entering the work
force, I can get the same thing. If you
are 20 years old and you write to the
Social Security Administration, they
will say this is what is on the table,
this is the promise that is currently on
the table.

Unfortunately, at the current level of
benefits that are promised, the promise
that is on the table we are not going to
be able to keep. In fact, if you are
under 35 today in America and you
write to the Social Security Adminis-
tration, they will say, ‘‘This is the
promise that is on the table, but unless
changes are made, that benefit is not
going to be available to you.’’

I should interrupt myself and say, I
very often hear people say Social Secu-
rity isn’t going to be there for you. As
long as we have a payroll tax, it is
going to be there. As long as there is a
payroll tax in place, it is a program
that is going to be very well estab-
lished.

I interrupt myself further to say, I
find one of the most appealing things
about your proposal, I say to the Sen-
ator from New York, is that you are
saying the survivor benefit must stay
intact, the disability benefit must stay
intact, and we must keep a defined ben-
efit program in place. All three of
those conditions, as a part of an option
to acquire wealth with a significant
tax cut, it seems to me, make this pro-
posal overwhelmingly attractive, espe-
cially for those who like fiscal respon-
sibility. Yours is fiscally responsible. It
is fully funded. There is no funny
money here. There is no, ‘‘Well, I’m
going to take the surplus and use it for
accounts, but I really haven’t figured
out how exactly I am going to pay for
it.’’

Yours is not only fully funded over
the 10-year period, but it is fully fund-
ed for all beneficiaries for a 75-year pe-
riod, which I find to be very, very at-
tractive. For taxpayers who are con-
cerned about not only today’s Social
Security Program but the Social Secu-
rity Program 75 years from now, they
have to find this proposal enormously
attractive as a consequence of your
condition, your valuated condition of
saying you are not going to have any
deficit financing here, you are not
going to let Social Security go into
deficit, and you want to make sure
every promise we have on the table we
will have in 75 years.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a comment?

Mr. KERREY. Yes.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2159March 18, 1998
Mr. MOYNIHAN. If you think of the

prospect of retirement benefits, and
that is real, but something that is not
always recognized—I know the Senator
understands it—only 62 percent of the
beneficiaries of Social Security at this
moment are retirees. The rest are sur-
vivors or persons who have been dis-
abled, and that can be someone 24
years old or 35 years old. This is a sys-
tem that is not just devoted to the el-
derly. Keeping it is essential, and we
can do it. I cannot tell you how much
I am honored by you associating your-
self with this proposal.

Mr. KERREY. I appreciate that. I
don’t know how long the Senator is
going to stay here, but I appreciate
very much this proposal, because com-
ing from the Senator from New York,
it is, I think, much more likely to
gather the attention of Americans who
understand that this is a gentleman
who is a strong defender of the Social
Security Program; he understands its
value.

One out of seven Americans who get
Social Security have Social Security
as their only source of income. Without
Social Security and Medicare, the rate
of poverty over the age of 85 would be
54 percent. It is 12 percent today. It is
a program that has transformed Amer-
ica as we know it and has made it a
much better country, a much happier
country. It can be changed; it can be
changed in a way that will make the
program even better, even more able to
meet the needs of the American people.

Mr. President, I want to talk about
one real short-term aspect of this So-
cial Security problem, and that is that
there are an awful lot of people out
there—and I went to the President’s
first event over at Georgetown where
he announced the discussion he is
going to have, a much-needed discus-
sion, during the year about the Social
Security Program. He was introduced
by a young woman who was, I think, a
third-year law school student or sec-
ond-year law school student. She was
quite eloquent in her introduction of
the President.

She said when she first went into the
work force at the age of 14 or 15, she
went home to her mother and said,
‘‘Mom, who is this person FICA, and
why are they taking so much money
from me?’’ She then did a little more
research, and she said she discovered
that FICA tax is taken from her and
kept in an account for her; it is money
that is saved up for her. And she hopes
that through this discussion the money
she contributes is going to be there for
her when she retires.

I give her full sympathy for not
knowing what the program is. There
are a lot of people who misunderstand
Social Security and think of it as a
savings program. I am constantly talk-
ing to people and I have to say, ‘‘No, it
is not a savings program. There is no
account for you in Washington, DC,
that is accumulating; there is no own-
ership here.’’ If you die before 65, or 62,
which is the early eligibility—if you

die before 65 or 62, there is nothing
there that transfers to heirs. There is
no ownership of anything. It is a tax on
wages. It is used for disability, it is
used for survivors, and it is used for old
age. If you are eligible under the classi-
fication of those three programs, you
receive a benefit.

The way that we accumulate the rev-
enue for those benefits is that we put a
tax on wages. The benefits are very
progressive. One of the things I noted
in the questions and answers that the
Senator from New York was engaged in
up at Harvard, and one of the things we
have to explain to people, is the tax is
regressive, the benefits are progressive.
Social Security, in the main, is a very
progressive program. You can’t look at
Social Security and say it is regressive
only by examining the tax side.

I ask if perhaps the Senator wants to
comment on that. Does he hear that, as
well—people talking about Social Se-
curity as a regressive program and has
to offer his correction?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I do not think there
are 100 people in the country who un-
derstand the formulas by which you
have a higher rate of benefit for per-
sons with lower incomes, but it has
been there from the beginning. It is a
very progressive program in that re-
gard.

That level of general unawareness, as
the Senator knows, is a threatening
fact, that a majority of nonretired
adults think they will never get Social
Security, not knowing they might need
it for other purposes. If they don’t
think they will get it, they won’t miss
it if it is taken away. That is why we
had better act now, and soon, and with
a measure of courage that the people
who created this institution showed in
1934, 1935.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, let me
talk about the wealth-generating por-
tion of this. We know this represents
the largest tax decrease in the history
of the country, somewhere between
$300 billion or $400 billion over a 5-year
period, an $800 billion tax cut overall,
payroll taxes, a tax that for most
Americans is the largest tax they pay.
We know it establishes the solvency of
the program for 75 years. We know it
answers the question that lots of
younger people have, which is, Is So-
cial Security going to be there for me?
We know it is fully paid for, that it is
not only actuarially sound but fiscally
sound as well.

What is a new idea for people when
they look at this program is, the po-
tential to take Social Security and
convert it, transform it into something
in addition to survivors—I have to keep
saying it because very often it gets
missed—remains in place, disability re-
mains in place, and the defined benefits
program remains in place.

But what we are doing is transform-
ing it into something which, in addi-
tion to those three things, will now
generate wealth—will generate
wealth—for people. What happens in
the process of discussing this is we

begin to discover that this
compounding interest rate formula
that the Senator has referred to a cou-
ple of times as a real engine for wealth
generation is a lot more powerful than
we realized it was.

Indeed, it is a mathematical cer-
tainty, if you have ever given a speech
about the rich getting richer and the
poor getting poorer, which lots of folks
on our side of the aisle do, they iden-
tify that as a problem in America. It is
a mathematical certainty we can solve
that problem. But you have to be will-
ing to use compounding interest rates
to do it, unless you want to give every-
body a ticket, a guaranteed payoff,
which is not likely.

You can use the Social Security Pro-
gram as a means to get the job done. I
emphasize that because in the public
press where this debate is going on,
very often I get asked, ‘‘Are you for
privatization?’’ That becomes the de-
bate, privatization versus Social Secu-
rity as a defined benefit program. I say,
no, I am for taking a piece of this pro-
gram and personalizing it. So the
bull’s-eye to me is wealth generation.

The goal for me is in addition to es-
tablishing the solvency of Social Secu-
rity for 75 years, in addition to a tax
cut which you accomplish by making it
a pay-as-you-go system, I want Ameri-
cans, regardless of their income,
whether they are making $5.15 an hour
or $115 an hour, regardless of their in-
come, I want them to know, if they are
willing to go out and go to work, they
are going to have a shot at the Amer-
ican dream of having ownership and ac-
quiring wealth.

I want them to be connected to the
future by knowing if they are going to
go to work, that with absolute cer-
tainty, they are going to have wealth
at the end of it. Can you connect that
with private pension reform and tax re-
form, as the Senator from Delaware
has advocated for a number of years?
The answer is yes. But you can also
take Social Security and make it a
source of wealth.

Just at 2 percent, again, the median
family income of $34,000 will generate
close to $400,000 over a 45-year working
life. In my legislation, I also allow peo-
ple—in fact, I require the opening of a
$1,000 account at birth and to contrib-
ute $500 a year to that account for the
first 5 years.

The Senator from Louisiana and I
and the Senator from Connecticut had
a program we offered last year called
KidSave which would do that. It passed
the Senate and was dropped in con-
ference. But the goal here is not just
savings. The goal is wealth. The goal is
to say, if you are willing to go to work,
there is a Federal law that will enable
you to acquire over the course of your
working life wealth and the independ-
ence and the security and all the other
sorts of things that come with wealth.

There are lots of benefits from that
for the individual, and it ought to be
obvious. When we debated the budget, I
recall the other side of the aisle wanted
as one of the top priorities——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I re-

mind the Senator, morning business
was to conclude at 11:30.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we have an ad-
ditional 10 minutes.

The distinguished chairman of the
Finance Committee is agreeable to
that. The Senator from Louisiana
would like to conclude our remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I will
take 30 seconds to conclude.

When we debated the Balanced Budg-
et Act last year, one of the big issues
was the inheritance tax. Well, only 1.5
percent of Americans have estates over
$600,000—1.5 percent. That means 98.5
percent have less. For all those who are
enthusiastic about raising that thresh-
old—I voted for it and I thought the
threshold ought to be raised—I call on
them now, on behalf of the 98.5 percent
whose estates are under $600,000, to em-
brace this proposal to help them with
the means to acquire wealth and what
I think Social Security should provide.

Mr. BREAUX addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Chair.
I want to start off by commending

both of the speakers who have pre-
viously spoken on this issue, especially
Senator MOYNIHAN.

Social Security has always been re-
ferred to as the third rail of politics. I
might add that Medicare is probably
also a part of that third rail. The the-
ory was that, if you touch it politi-
cally, you die. I mean, you can’t talk
about it because it has always been too
controversial with all the groups and
organizations around the country that,
if you ever tried to change anything in
the area of Social Security, people will
kill you politically.

We are running out of options in 1998.
Unless some changes are made, the pro-
gram is not going to be there. It is not
going to exist. I commend Senator
MOYNIHAN for his courage and for his
intelligence and for his long history of
involvement in this particular area,
talking about not just what the situa-
tion is today, but talking about the fu-
ture, and is it going to be there for our
children and our grandchildren?

People who are in retirement pro-
grams today are in good shape from the
standpoint of knowing the program is
going to be there for the rest of their
lives. What we are really talking
about, however, is, is it going to be
there for their children and grand-
children and future generations?

This is not 1935. I mean, when the
program was designed by President
Roosevelt and Congress, in those days
it was a program that really was tar-
geted to what was happening at that
time. I commend particularly the rec-
ommendations of the senior Senator
from New York that we have a program
that now establishes or allows people
to establish individual accounts. That
is very, very important.

We invest the Social Security trust
funds in Government securities. You
know how much money we get for their
investments? About 2.3 percent. That is
not a good investment. We are only
getting a 2.3 percent, on average, re-
turn from the Social Security invest-
ments. That does not make sense in
1998. When the stock market is increas-
ing at a 15 percent rate of return, we
should be allowing people to partici-
pate in something that will give them
more money back than 2.3 percent
which we get now for Social Security
investments.

The second thing that allows, as I un-
derstand it, is patterned after the
thrift savings accounts which we have
an opportunity to do as Federal em-
ployees. Every Federal employee, in-
cluding myself as a Senator, and House
Members, all Federal employees have
an option of putting their retirement
moneys into a high-risk plan or a mod-
erate-risk plan or a low-risk plan with
no risk at all but a lower return, in
order to build up our savings. That is
much better, in my opinion, than So-
cial Security retirees have with the 2.3
percent return with regard to the So-
cial Security retirement plan.

Here is the problem. Social Security
today is pay as you go. The problem is,
we have fewer people paying and more
people going. We have fewer people
contributing the money and more and
more people going into retirement. So
we have a pay-as-you-go system, but
there are fewer and fewer people paying
and more and more people going.

What do I mean by that? It is very
simple. In 1950, there were 16.5 people
paying for every one person going into
retirement. Today, we have about
three people paying for every one per-
son going. In the year 2030, there are
going to be only two people paying for
every person going.

We have 77 million baby boomers who
are getting ready to go. They are going
into retirement starting in 2010. The
question is, do we have enough people
paying for all of those people that are
going? The answer is clearly no.

So I very much congratulate the sen-
ior Senator from New York and Sen-
ator KERREY from Nebraska for having
the political courage to come to the
floor and talk about this.

One of my concerns is that it is vol-
untary. I think I would like to take it
a step further and say you have to, if
you are going to get a tax cut, you
have to put it into an individual retire-
ment account.

I am concerned a lot of people may
take the money, the dough, and not put
it into a savings account. But we still
have the obligation to take care of
their retirement. I think we need to
talk about that. I mean, I think you
are right on target and are moving in
the right direction. This is a major
contribution to something that we
spend too little time addressing.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my col-
league for his generosity.

Mr. President, if the deputy leader
would allow me, I just conclude our

morning business. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the Social Se-
curity Solvency Act of 1998 be printed
in the RECORD, along with a brief sum-
mary of the bill.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1792
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Social Security Solvency Act of 1998’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Modification of FICA rates to provide

pay-as-you-go financing of so-
cial security.

Sec. 3. Voluntary investment of payroll tax
cut by employees.

Sec. 4. Increase of social security wage base.
Sec. 5. Cost-of-living adjustments.
Sec. 6. Tax treatment of social security pay-

ments.
Sec. 7. Coverage of newly hired State and

local employees.
Sec. 8. Increase in length of computation pe-

riod from 35 to 38 years.
Sec. 9. Phased in increase in social security

retirement age.
Sec. 10. Elimination of earnings test for in-

dividuals who have attained
early retirement age.

SEC. 2. MODIFICATION OF FICA RATES TO PRO-
VIDE PAY-AS-YOU-GO FINANCING OF
SOCIAL SECURITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) TAX ON EMPLOYEES.—Section 3101(a) of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating
to tax on employees) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(a) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed on the income
of every individual a tax equal to the appli-
cable percentage of the wages (as defined in
section 3121(a)) received by him with respect
to employment (as defined in section
3121(b)).

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable per-
centage shall be the percentage set forth in
the following table:

‘‘In the case wages The applicable
received during: percentage shall be:

1999 through 2024 ....... 5.2
2025 through 2029 ....... 5.7
2030 through 2044 ....... 6.2
2045 through 2054 ....... 6.35
2055 through 2059 ....... 6.5
2060 or thereafter ...... 6.7.’’

(2) TAX ON EMPLOYERS.—Section 3111(a) of
such Code (relating to tax on employers) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed on every em-
ployer an excise tax, with respect to having
individuals in his employ, equal to the appli-
cable percentage of the wages (as defined in
section 3121(a)) paid by him with respect to
employment (as defined in section 3121(b)).

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable per-
centage shall be the percentage set forth in
the following table:

‘‘In the case wages The applicable
paid during: percentage shall be:

1999 and 2000 .............. 6.2
2001 through 2024 ....... 5.2
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2025 through 2029 ....... 5.7
2030 through 2044 ....... 6.2
2045 through 2054 ....... 6.35
2055 through 2059 ....... 6.5
2060 or thereafter ...... 6.7.’’

(3) SELF-EMPLOYMENT TAX.—Section 1401(a)
of such Code (relating to tax on self-employ-
ment income) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY
INSURANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed for each tax-
able year, on the self-employment income of
every individual, a tax equal to the applica-
ble percentage of the amount of the self-em-
ployment income for such taxable year.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable per-
centage shall be the percentage set forth in
the following table:

‘‘In the case of a taxable year The appli-
cable per-
centage is:Beginning after: And before:

December 31, 1998 .. January 1, 2001 11.4
December 31, 2000 .. January 1, 2025 10.4
December 31, 2024 .. January 1, 2030 11.4
December 31, 2029 .. January 1, 2045 12.4
December 31, 2044 .. January 1, 2055 12.7
December 31, 2054 .. January 1, 2060 13.0
December 31, 2059 .. ...................................... 13.4.’’
(4) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(A) EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS.—The

amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (2)
apply to remuneration paid after December
31, 1998.

(B) SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—The
amendment made by paragraph (3) applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1998.

(b) REALLOCATION OF EMPLOYMENT TAXES.—
(1) REALLOCATION OF TAX ON EMPLOYEES

AND EMPLOYERS.—Section 201(b)(1) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401(b)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘(Q) 1.70 per centum of
the wages (as so defined) paid after Decem-
ber 31, 1996, and before January 1, 2000, and
so reported, and (R) 1.80 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31,
1999, and so reported’’ and inserting ‘‘(Q) 1.70
per centum of the wages (as so defined) paid
after December 31, 1996, and before January
1, 1999, and so reported, (R) 1.80 per centum
of the wages (as so defined) paid after De-
cember 31, 1998, and before January 1, 2015,
and so reported, (S) 2.00 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31,
2014, and before January 1, 2025, and so re-
ported, (T) 2.30 per centum of the wages (as
so defined) paid after December 31, 2024, and
before January 1, 2030, and so reported, (U)
2.20 per centum of the wages (as so defined)
paid after December 31, 2029, and before Jan-
uary 1, 2035, and so reported, (V) 2.30 per cen-
tum of the wages (as so defined) paid after
December 31, 2034, and before January 1, 2040,
and so reported, (W) 2.40 per centum of the
wages (as so defined) paid after December 31,
2039, and before January 1, 2045, and so re-
ported, (X) 2.80 per centum of the wages (as
so defined) paid after December 31, 2044, and
before January 1, 2055, and so reported, and
(Y) 2.90 per centum of the wages (as so de-
fined) paid after December 31, 2054, and so re-
ported’’.

(2) REALLOCATION OF TAX ON SELF-EMPLOY-
MENT INCOME.—Section 201(b)(2) of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 401(b)(2)) is amended by striking
‘‘(Q) 1.70 per centum of self-employment in-
come (as so defined) so reported for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1996,
and before January 1, 2000, and (R) 1.80 per
centum of self-employment income (as so de-
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1999’’ and inserting
‘‘(Q) 1.70 per centum of self-employment in-

come (as so defined) so reported for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1996,
and before January 1, 1999, (R) 1.80 per cen-
tum of self-employment income (as so de-
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 1998, and before Jan-
uary 1, 2015, (S) 2.00 per centum of self-em-
ployment income (as so defined) so reported
for any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2014, and before January 1, 2025, (T)
2.30 per centum of self-employment income
(as so defined) so reported for any taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2024, and
before January 1, 2030, (U) 2.20 per centum of
self-employment income (as so defined) so
reported for any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2029, and before January 1, 2035,
(V) 2.30 per centum of self-employment in-
come (as so defined) so reported for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 2034,
and before January 1, 2040, (W) 2.40 per cen-
tum of self-employment income (as so de-
fined) so reported for any taxable year begin-
ning after December 31, 2039, and before Jan-
uary 1, 2045, (X) 2.80 per centum of self-em-
ployment income (as so defined) so reported
for any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2044, and before January 1, 2055, and
(Y) 2.90 per centum of self-employment in-
come (as so defined) so reported for any tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 2054’’.

(c) FUTURE RATES AND ALLOCATION BE-
TWEEN TRUST FUNDS PROPOSED BY BOARD OF
TRUSTEES FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 201(c) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401(c)) is amend-
ed in the matter following paragraph (5) by
striking ‘‘(as defined by the Board of Trust-
ees).’’ and inserting ‘‘(as defined by the
Board of Trustees. If such finding shows that
the combined Trust Funds are not in close
actuarial balance (as so defined), then such
report (beginning in April 2000) shall include
a legislative recommendation by the Board
of Trustees specifying new rates of tax under
sections 3101(a), 3111(a), and 1401(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, and the alloca-
tion of those rates between the Trust Funds
necessary in order to restore the combined
Trust Funds and each Trust Fund to actuar-
ial balance. If such finding shows that the
combined Trust Funds are in close actuarial
balance (as so defined), but that 1 of the
Trust Funds is not in close actuarial bal-
ance, then such report (beginning in April
2000) shall include a legislative recommenda-
tion by the Board of Trustees specifying a
new allocation of such rates of tax between
the Trust Funds, so that each Trust Fund is
in close actuarial balance. Such rec-
ommendation shall be considered by Con-
gress under procedures described in sub-
section (n)).’’.

(2) FAST-TRACK CONSIDERATION OF LEGISLA-
TIVE RECOMMENDATIONS.—Section 201 of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 401) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(n)(1) Any legislative recommendation in-
cluded in the report provided for in sub-
section (c) shall—

‘‘(A) not later than 3 days after the Board
of Trustees submits such report, be intro-
duced (by request) in the House of Represent-
atives by the Majority Leader of the House
and be introduced (by request) in the Senate
by the Majority Leader of the Senate; and

‘‘(B) be given expedited consideration
under the same provisions and in the same
way, subject to paragraph (2), as a joint reso-
lution under section 2908 of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (10
U.S.C. 2678 note).

‘‘(2) For purposes of applying paragraph (1)
with respect to such provisions, the follow-
ing rules shall apply:

‘‘(A) Section 2908(a) of the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (10
U.S.C. 2678 note) shall not apply.

‘‘(B) Any reference to the resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the legislative rec-
ommendation submitted under subsection (c)
of this Act.

‘‘(C) Any reference to the Committee on
National Security of the House of Represent-
atives shall be deemed to be a reference to
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and any reference
to the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate shall be deemed to be a reference to
the Committee on Finance of the Senate.

‘‘(D) Any reference to the date on which
the President transmits a report shall be
deemed to be a reference to the date on
which the recommendation is submitted
under subsection (c).’’.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO FERS TO
PROTECT PAYROLL TAX CUT.—The table con-
tained in section 8422(a)(3) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘7’’ the second place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘6’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘7.25’’ and inserting ‘‘6.25’’;
(3) by striking ‘‘7.4’’ and inserting ‘‘6.4’’;
(4) by striking ‘‘7.5’’ the first, third, fifth,

and seventh places it appears and inserting
‘‘6.5’’;

(5) by striking ‘‘7.75’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘6.75’’;

(6) by striking ‘‘7.9’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘6.9’’; and

(7) by striking ‘‘8’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘7’’.
SEC. 3. VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT OF PAYROLL

TAX CUT BY EMPLOYEES.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Voluntary Investment Con-
tribution Act (VICA)’’.

(b) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT OF PAYROLL
TAX CUT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.) is amend-
ed—

(A) by inserting before section 201 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘PART A—INSURANCE BENEFITS’’;

and
(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘PART B—VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNTS

‘‘EMPLOYEE ELECTION AND DESIGNATION OF
VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT UNDER
PAYROLL DEDUCTION PLAN

‘‘SEC. 251. (a) IN GENERAL.—An individual
who is an employee of a covered employer
may elect to participate in the employer’s
voluntary investment account payroll deduc-
tion plan either—

‘‘(1) not later than 10 business days after
the individual becomes an employee of the
employer, or

‘‘(2) during any open enrollment period.
The Commissioner shall by regulation pro-
vide for at least 1 open enrollment period an-
nually.

‘‘(b) PERIOD OF ELECTION.—
‘‘(1) TIME ELECTION TAKES EFFECT.—An

election under subsection (a) shall take ef-
fect with respect to the first pay period be-
ginning more than 14 days after the date of
the election.

‘‘(2) TERMINATION.—An election under sub-
section (a) shall terminate—

‘‘(A) upon the termination of employment
of the employee of the covered employer, or

‘‘(B) with respect to pay periods beginning
more than 14 days after the employee termi-
nates such election.

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF VOLUNTARY INVEST-
MENT ACCOUNT.—

‘‘(1) INITIAL ELECTION.—An employee shall,
at the time an election is made under sub-
section (a), designate the voluntary invest-
ment account to which voluntary invest-
ment account contributions on behalf of the
employee are to be deposited.
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‘‘(2) CHANGES.—The Commissioner shall by

regulation provide the time and manner by
which an employee may—

‘‘(A) designate another voluntary invest-
ment account to which contributions are to
be deposited, and

‘‘(B) transfer amounts from one such ac-
count to another.

‘‘(d) FORM OF ELECTIONS.—Elections under
this section shall be made—

‘‘(1) on W–4 forms (or any successor forms),
or

‘‘(2) in such other manner as the Commis-
sioner may prescribe in order to ensure ease
of administration and reductions in burdens
on employers.

‘‘VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT PAYROLL
DEDUCTION PLANS

‘‘SEC. 252. (a) IN GENERAL.—Each person
who is a covered employer for a calendar
year shall have in effect a voluntary invest-
ment account payroll deduction plan for
such calendar year for such person’s electing
employees.

‘‘(b) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT PAY-
ROLL DEDUCTION PLANS.—For purposes of
this part, the term ‘voluntary investment
account payroll deduction plan’ means a
written plan of an employer—

‘‘(1) which applies only with respect to
wages of any employee who elects to become
an electing employee in accordance with sec-
tion 251,

‘‘(2) under which the voluntary investment
account contributions under section 3101(a)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 will be
deducted from an electing employee’s wages
and, together with such contributions under
section 3111(a) of such Code on behalf of such
employee, will be paid to the Social Security
Administration for deposit in 1 or more vol-
untary investment accounts designated by
such employee in accordance with section
251,

‘‘(3) under which the employer is required
to pay the amount so contributed with re-
spect to the specified voluntary investment
account of the electing employee within the
same time period as other taxes under sec-
tions 3101 and 3111 with respect to the wages
of such employee,

‘‘(4) under which the employer receives no
compensation for the cost of administering
such plan, and

‘‘(5) under which the employer does not
make any endorsement with respect to any
voluntary investment account.

‘‘(c) PENALTIES FOR FAILURE TO ESTABLISH
VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT PAYROLL
DEDUCTION PLAN.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any covered employer
who fails to meet the requirements of this
section for any calendar year shall be subject
to a civil penalty of not to exceed the great-
er of—

‘‘(A) $2,500, or
‘‘(B) $100 for each electing employee of

such employer as of the beginning of such
calendar year.

‘‘(2) RULES FOR APPLICATION OF SUB-
SECTION.—

‘‘(A) PENALTIES ASSESSED BY COMMIS-
SIONER.—Any civil penalty assessed by this
subsection shall be imposed by the Commis-
sioner of Social Security and collected in a
civil action.

‘‘(B) COMPROMISES.—The Commissioner
may compromise the amount of any civil
penalty imposed by this subsection.

‘‘(C) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE PENALTY IN CER-
TAIN CASES.—The Commissioner may waive
the application of this subsection with re-
spect to any failure if the Commissioner de-
termines that such failure is due to reason-
able cause and not to intentional disregard
of rules and regulations.

‘‘PARTICIPATION BY SELF-EMPLOYED
INDIVIDUALS

‘‘SEC. 253. An individual shall make an
election to become an electing self-employed
individual, designate a voluntary investment
account, and have in effect a voluntary in-
vestment account payroll deduction plan
under rules similar to the rules under sec-
tions 251 and 252.

‘‘DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES

‘‘SEC. 254. For purposes of this part—
‘‘(1) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘voluntary in-

vestment account’ means—
‘‘(i) any voluntary investment account in

the Voluntary Investment Fund (established
under section 255) which is administered by
the Voluntary Investment Board, or

‘‘(ii) any individual retirement plan (as de-
fined in section 7701(a)(37) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986), other than a Roth IRA
(as defined in section 408A(b) of such Code),
which is designated by the electing employee
as a voluntary investment account (in such
manner as the Secretary of the Treasury
may prescribe) and which is administered or
issued by a bank or other person referred to
in section 408(a)(2) of such Code.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii)—
‘‘(I) any voluntary investment account de-

scribed in subparagraph (A)(i) shall be treat-
ed in the same manner as an account in the
Thrift Savings Fund under subchapter III of
chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code, and

‘‘(II) any voluntary investment account de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) shall be treat-
ed in the same manner as an individual re-
tirement plan (as so defined).

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(I) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The aggregate

amount of contributions for any taxable year
to all voluntary investment accounts of an
electing employee shall not exceed the ag-
gregate amount of contributions made pur-
suant to sections 3101(a)(3), 3111(a)(3), and
1401(a)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 and paid pursuant to section 252 or 253
on behalf of such employee.

‘‘(II) NO DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—No deduc-
tion shall be allowed under section 219 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for a contribu-
tion to a voluntary investment account de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii).

‘‘(III) ROLLOVER CONTRIBUTIONS.—No roll-
over contribution may be made to a vol-
untary investment account unless it is from
another voluntary investment account. A
rollover described in the preceding sentence
shall not be taken into account for purposes
of subclause (I).

‘‘(IV) DISTRIBUTIONS ALLOWED TO SOCIAL SE-
CURITY BENEFICIARIES.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, distributions may
only be made from a voluntary investment
account of an electing employee on or after
the earlier of the date on which the em-
ployee begins receiving benefits under this
title or the date of the employee’s death.

‘‘(2) COVERED EMPLOYER.—The term ‘cov-
ered employer’ means, for any calendar year,
any person on whom an excise tax is imposed
under section 3111 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 with respect to having an indi-
vidual in the person’s employ to whom wages
are paid by such person during such calendar
year.

‘‘(3) ELECTING EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘elect-
ing employee’ means an individual with re-
spect to whom an election under section 251
is in effect.

‘‘(4) ELECTING SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVID-
UAL.—The term ‘electing self-employed indi-
vidual’ means an individual with respect to
whom an election under section 253 is in ef-
fect.

‘‘VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT FUND

‘‘SEC. 255. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is es-
tablished and maintained in the Treasury of
the United States a Voluntary Investment
Fund in the same manner as the Thrift Sav-
ings Fund under sections 8437, 8438, and 8439
of title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(b) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT FUND
BOARD.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established and
operated in the Social Security Administra-
tion a Voluntary Investment Fund Board in
the same manner as the Federal Retirement
Thrift Investment Board under subchapter
VII of chapter 84 of title 5, United States
Code.

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC INVESTMENT DUTIES.—The
Voluntary Investment Fund shall be man-
aged by the Voluntary Investment Fund
Board in the same manner as the Thrift Sav-
ings Fund is managed under subchapter VIII
of chapter 84 of title 5, United States Code.’’.

(2) EXEMPTION FROM ERISA REQUIREMENTS.—
Section 4(b) of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1003(b))
is amended—

(A) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’;
(B) in paragraph (5), by striking the period

and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(C) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(6) such plan is a voluntary investment

account payroll deduction plan established
under part B of title II of the Social Security
Act.’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE AND NOTICE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(A) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection (and any voluntary
investment account payroll deduction plan
required thereunder) apply with respect to
wages paid after December 31, 2000, for pay
periods beginning after such date and self-
employment income for taxable years begin-
ning after such date.

(B) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 1,

2000, the Commissioner of Social Security
shall—

(I) send to the last known address of each
eligible individual a description of the pro-
gram established by the amendments made
by this subsection, which shall be written in
the form of a pamphlet in language which
may be readily understood by the average
worker,

(II) provide for toll-free access by tele-
phone from all localities in the United
States and access by the Internet to the So-
cial Security Administration through which
individuals may obtain information and an-
swers to questions regarding such program,
and

(III) provide information to the media in
all localities of the United States about such
program and such toll-free access by tele-
phone and access by Internet.

(ii) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, the term ‘‘eligible indi-
vidual’’ means an individual who, as of the
date of the pamphlet sent pursuant to clause
(i), is indicated within the records of the So-
cial Security Administration as being cred-
ited with 1 or more quarters of coverage
under section 213 of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 413).

(iii) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The Com-
missioner shall include with the pamphlet
sent to each eligible individual pursuant to
clause (i)—

(I) a statement of the number of quarters
of coverage indicated in the records of the
Social Security Administration as of the
date of the description as credited to such in-
dividual under section 213 of such Act and
the date as of which such records may be
considered accurate, and
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(II) the number for toll-free access by tele-

phone established by the Commissioner pur-
suant to clause (i).

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO PAYROLL
TAX PROVISIONS.—

(1) EMPLOYEES VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT CON-
TRIBUTIONS.—Section 3101(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to tax on em-
ployees), as amended by section 2(a)(1), is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(3) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT CON-
TRIBUTION.—In the case of an electing em-
ployee (as defined in section 254(3) of the So-
cial Security Act), in addition to other
taxes, there is hereby imposed on the income
of such employee a voluntary investment ac-
count contribution equal to 1 percent of the
wages (as so defined) received by him with
respect to employment (as so defined).’’.

(2) EMPLOYERS MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS.—
Section 3111(a) of such Code (relating to tax
on employers), as amended by section 2(a)(2),
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing:

‘‘(3) MATCHING CONTRIBUTION TO EMPLOYEE
VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT CONTRIBU-
TION.—In the case of an employer having in
his employ an electing employee (as defined
in section 254(3) of the Social Security Act),
in addition to other taxes, there is hereby
imposed on such employer a voluntary in-
vestment account contribution equal to 1
percent of the wages (as so defined) paid by
him with respect to employment (as so de-
fined) of such employee.’’.

(3) SELF-EMPLOYMENT VOLUNTARY INVEST-
MENT ACCOUNT CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section
1401(a) of such Code (relating to tax on self-
employment income), as amended by section
2(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) VOLUNTARY INVESTMENT ACCOUNT CON-
TRIBUTION.—In the case of an electing self-
employed individual (as defined in section
254(4) of the Social Security Act), in addition
to other taxes, there is hereby imposed for
each taxable year, on the self-employment
income of such individual, a voluntary in-
vestment account contribution equal to 2
percent of the amount of the self-employ-
ment income for such taxable year.’’.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(A) EMPLOYEES AND EMPLOYERS.—The

amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (2)
apply to remuneration paid after December
31, 2000.

(B) SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.—The
amendment made by paragraph (3) applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000.
SEC. 4. INCREASE OF SOCIAL SECURITY WAGE

BASE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 230 of the Social

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 430) is amended—
(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘$60,600’’

and inserting ‘‘$97,500’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘1992’’ and

inserting ‘‘2001’’; and
(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ and all that follows

through ‘‘$29,700.’’ and inserting ‘‘the ‘con-
tribution and benefit base’ with respect to
remuneration paid (and taxable years begin-
ning)—

‘‘(1) in 2001 shall be $85,000,
‘‘(2) in 2002 shall be $92,000, and
‘‘(3) in 2003 shall be $97,500.’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘specified in clause (2) of

the preceding sentence’’ and inserting ‘‘spec-
ified in the preceding sentence’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section take effect on January
1, 2001.
SEC. 5. COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS.

(a) COST-OF-LIVING BOARD.—Title XI of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘PART D—COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS

‘‘DETERMINATION OF INFLATION ADJUSTMENT

‘‘SEC. 1180. (a) MODIFICATION OF COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any cost-of-living ad-
justment described in subsection (e) shall be
reduced by the applicable percentage point.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE POINT.—In
this section, the term ‘applicable percentage
point’ means—

‘‘(A) except as provided in subparagraph
(B), 1 percentage point; or

‘‘(B) the applicable percentage point adopt-
ed by the Cost-of-Living Board under sub-
section (b) for the calendar year.

‘‘(b) COST-OF-LIVING BOARD DETERMINA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Cost-of-Living
Board established under section 1181 shall for
each calendar year after 1998 determine if a
new applicable percentage point is necessary
to replace the applicable percentage point
described in subsection (a)(2)(A) to ensure an
accurate cost-of-living adjustment which
shall apply to any cost-of-living adjustment
taking effect during such year.

‘‘(2) ADOPTION OR REJECTION OF NEW APPLI-
CABLE PERCENTAGE POINT.—

‘‘(A) ADOPTION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Cost-of-Living

Board adopts by majority vote a new appli-
cable percentage point under paragraph (1),
then, for purposes of subsection (a)(1), the
new applicable percentage point shall remain
in effect during the following calendar year.

‘‘(ii) APPROPRIATE ADJUSTMENTS.—The
Cost-of-Living Board shall make appropriate
adjustments to the applicable percentage
point applied to any cost-of-living adjust-
ment if—

‘‘(I) the period during which the change in
the cost-of-living is measured for such ad-
justment is different than the period used by
the Cost-of-Living Board; or

‘‘(II) the adjustment is based on a compo-
nent of an index rather than the entire
index.

‘‘(B) REJECTION.—If the Cost-of-Living
Board fails by majority vote to adopt a new
applicable percentage point under paragraph
(1) for any calendar year, then the applicable
percentage point for such calendar year shall
be the applicable percentage point described
in subsection (a)(2)(A).

‘‘(c) REPORT.—Not later than November 1
of each calendar year, the Cost-of-Living
Board shall submit a report to the President
and Congress containing a detailed state-
ment with respect to the new applicable per-
centage point (if any) agreed to by the Board
under subsection (b).

‘‘(d) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Any determination
by the Cost-of Living Board under subsection
(b) shall not be subject to judicial review.

‘‘(e) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT DE-
SCRIBED.—A cost-of-living adjustment de-
scribed in this subsection is any cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment for a calendar year after 1998
determined by reference to a percentage
change in a consumer price index or any
component thereof (as published by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics of the Department
of Labor and determined without regard to
this section) and used in any of the follow-
ing:

‘‘(1) The Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
‘‘(2) Titles II, XVIII, and XIX of this Act.
‘‘(3) Any other Federal program (not in-

cluding programs under title XVI of this
Act).

‘‘COST-OF-LIVING BOARD

‘‘SEC. 1181. (a) ESTABLISHMENT OF BOARD.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

a board to be known as the Cost-of-Living
Board (in this section referred to as the
‘Board’).

‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—
‘‘(A) COMPOSITION.—The Board shall be

composed of 5 members of whom—
‘‘(i) 1 shall be the Chairman of the Board of

Governors of the Federal Reserve System;
‘‘(ii) 1 shall be the Chairman of the Presi-

dent’s Council of Economic Advisers; and
‘‘(iii) 3 shall be appointed by the President,

by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate.
The President shall consult with the leader-
ship of the House of Representatives and the
Senate in the appointment of the Board
members under clause (iii).

‘‘(B) EXPERTISE.—The members of the
Board appointed under subparagraph (A)(iii)
shall be experts in the field of economics and
should be familiar with the issues related to
the calculation of changes in the cost of liv-
ing. In appointing members under subpara-
graph (A)(iii), the President shall consider
appointing—

‘‘(i) former members of the President’s
Council of Economic Advisers;

‘‘(ii) former Treasury department officials;
‘‘(iii) former members of the Board of Gov-

ernors of the Federal Reserve System;
‘‘(iv) other individuals with relevant prior

government experience in positions requir-
ing appointment by the President and Sen-
ate confirmation; and

‘‘(v) academic experts in the field of price
statistics.

‘‘(C) DATE.—
‘‘(i) NOMINATIONS.—Not later than 30 days

after the date of enactment of the Social Se-
curity Solvency Act of 1998, the President
shall submit the nominations of the mem-
bers of the Board described in subparagraph
(A)(iii) to the Senate.

‘‘(ii) SENATE ACTION.—Not later than 60
days after the Senate receives the nomina-
tions under clause (i), the Senate shall vote
on confirmation of the nominations.

‘‘(3) TERMS AND VACANCIES.—
‘‘(A) TERMS.—A member of the Board ap-

pointed under paragraph (2)(A)(iii) shall be
appointed for a term of 5 years, except that
of the members first appointed under that
paragraph—

‘‘(i) 1 member shall be appointed for a term
of 1 year;

‘‘(ii) 1 member shall be appointed for a
term of 3 years; and

‘‘(iii) 1 member shall be appointed for a
term of 5 years.

‘‘(B) VACANCIES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A vacancy on the Board

shall be filled in the manner in which the
original appointment was made and shall be
subject to any conditions which applied with
respect to the original appointment.

‘‘(ii) FILLING UNEXPIRED TERM.—An individ-
ual chosen to fill a vacancy shall be ap-
pointed for the unexpired term of the mem-
ber replaced.

‘‘(C) EXPIRATION OF TERMS.—The term of
any member appointed under paragraph
(2)(A)(iii) shall not expire before the date on
which the member’s successor takes office.

‘‘(4) INITIAL MEETING.—Not later than 30
days after the date on which all members of
the Board have been appointed, the Board
shall hold its first meeting. Subsequent
meetings shall be determined by the Board
by majority vote.

‘‘(5) OPEN MEETINGS.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 552b of title 5, United States Code, or
section 10 of the Federal Advisory Commit-
tee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), the Board may, by
majority vote, close any meeting of the
Board to the public otherwise required to be
open under that section. The Board shall
make the records of any such closed meeting
available to the public not later than 30 days
of that meeting.

‘‘(6) QUORUM.—A majority of the members
of the Board shall constitute a quorum, but
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a lesser number of members may hold hear-
ings.

‘‘(7) CHAIRPERSON AND VICE CHAIRPERSON.—
The Board shall select a Chairperson and
Vice Chairperson from among the members
appointed under paragraph (2)(A)(iii).

‘‘(b) POWERS OF THE BOARD.—
‘‘(1) HEARINGS.—The Board may hold such

hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Board considers advis-
able to carry out the purposes of this part.

‘‘(2) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Board may secure directly from
any Federal department or agency such in-
formation as the Board considers necessary
to carry out the provisions of this part, in-
cluding the published and unpublished data
and analytical products of the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Upon request of the Chair-
person of the Board, the head of such depart-
ment or agency shall furnish such informa-
tion to the Board.

‘‘(3) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Board may use
the United States mails in the same manner
and under the same conditions as other de-
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

‘‘(4) GIFTS.—The Board may accept, use,
and dispose of gifts or donations of services
or property.

‘‘(c) BOARD PERSONNEL MATTERS.—
‘‘(1) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each

member of the Board who is not otherwise an
officer or employee of the Federal Govern-
ment shall be compensated at a rate equal to
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of
basic pay prescribed for level III of the Exec-
utive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5,
United States Code, for each day (including
travel time) during which such member is
engaged in the performance of the duties of
the Board. All members of the Board who
otherwise are officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without compensa-
tion in addition to that received for their
services as officers or employees of the
United States.

‘‘(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of
the Board shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of services for the Board.

‘‘(3) STAFF.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Chairperson of the

Board may, without regard to the civil serv-
ice laws and regulations, appoint and termi-
nate an executive director and such other ad-
ditional personnel as may be necessary to
enable the Board to perform its duties. The
employment of an executive director shall be
subject to confirmation by the Board.

‘‘(B) COMPENSATION.—The Chairperson of
the Board may fix the compensation of the
executive director and other personnel with-
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, relating to classification of po-
sitions and General Schedule pay rates, ex-
cept that the rate of pay for the executive di-
rector and other personnel may not exceed
the rate payable for level IV of the Executive
Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

‘‘(4) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Any Federal Government employee may be
detailed to the Board without additional re-
imbursement (other than the employee’s reg-
ular compensation), and such detail shall be
without interruption or loss of civil service
status or privilege.

‘‘(5) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—The Chairperson of
the Board may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title
5, United States Code, at rates for individ-

uals which do not exceed the daily equiva-
lent of the annual rate of basic pay pre-
scribed for level V of the Executive Schedule
under section 5316 of such title.

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—Section 14 of the Fed-
eral Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.)
shall not apply to the Board.

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Board such sums as are necessary to
carry out the purposes of this part.’’.

(c) TERMINATION OF WAGE INDEX ADJUST-
MENT.—Section 215(i)(1)(C) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 415(i)(1)(C)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and before 1999’’ after

‘‘after 1988’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘, or in any calendar year

after 1998, the CPI increase percentage; and
(2) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘and before

1999’’ after ‘‘after 1988’’.
SEC. 6. TAX TREATMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY

PAYMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 86(a) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to social
security and tier 1 railroad retirement bene-
fits) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
207 of the Social Security Act, social secu-
rity benefits shall be included in the gross
income of a taxpayer for any taxable year in
the manner provided under section 72.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 86
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended by striking subsections (b), (c), and
(e) and by redesignating subsections (d) and
(f) as subsections (b) and (c), respectively.

(c) TRANSFERS TO TRUST FUNDS.—Para-
graph (1)(A) of section 121(e) of the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1983, as amended by
section 13215(c)(1) of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993, is amended by
striking ‘‘1993.’’ and inserting ‘‘1993, plus (iii)
the amounts equivalent to the aggregate in-
crease in tax liabilities under chapter 1 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 which is
attributable to the amendments to section 86
of such Code made by section 6 of the Social
Security Solvency Act of 1998.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION; WAIVER
OF PENALTY.—

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section apply to taxable years
ending after June 30, 1998.

(2) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS TO TAX-
ABLE YEAR 1998.—In the case of any taxable
year which includes July 1, 1998, the amount
a taxpayer is required to include in gross in-
come under section 86 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 shall (in lieu of the amount
otherwise determined) be equal to 50 percent
of the sum of—

(A) the amount of social security benefits
of the taxpayer to be included in gross in-
come for such year under such section 86, de-
termined as if the amendments made by this
section had not been enacted, plus

(B) such amount determined as if such
amendments had been in effect for the entire
taxable year.

(3) WAIVER OF CERTAIN ESTIMATED TAX PEN-
ALTIES.—No addition to tax shall be imposed
under section 6654 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 (relating to failure to pay esti-
mated income tax) with respect to any un-
derpayment of an installment required to be
paid with respect to a taxable year to which
paragraph (2) applies to the extent that such
underpayment was created or increased by
the amendments made by this section.
SEC. 7. COVERAGE OF NEWLY HIRED STATE AND

LOCAL EMPLOYEES.
(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY

ACT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (7) of section

210(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
410(a)(7)) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(7) Excluded State or local government
employment (as defined in subsection (s));’’.

(2) EXCLUDED STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYMENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 210 of such Act
(42 U.S.C. 410) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘Excluded State or Local Government
Employment

‘‘(s)(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘excluded
State or local government employment’
means any service performed in the employ
of a State, of any political subdivision there-
of, or of any instrumentality of any one or
more of the foregoing which is wholly owned
thereby, if—

‘‘(A)(i) such service would be excluded from
the term ‘employment’ for purposes of this
title if the preceding provisions of this sec-
tion as in effect on December 31, 2000, had re-
mained in effect, and (ii) the requirements of
paragraph (2) are met with respect to such
service, or

‘‘(B) the requirements of paragraph (3) are
met with respect to such service.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CURRENT EMPLOYMENT
WHICH CONTINUES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of
this paragraph are met with respect to serv-
ice for any employer if—

‘‘(i) such service is performed by an indi-
vidual—

‘‘(I) who was performing substantial and
regular service for remuneration for that
employer before January 1, 2001,

‘‘(II) who is a bona fide employee of that
employer on December 31, 2000, and

‘‘(III) whose employment relationship with
that employer was not entered into for pur-
poses of meeting the requirements of this
subparagraph, and

‘‘(ii) the employment relationship with
that employer has not been terminated after
December 31, 2000.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF MULTIPLE AGENCIES AND
INSTRUMENTALITIES.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), under regulations (consistent
with regulations established under section
3121(t)(2)(B) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986)—

‘‘(i) all agencies and instrumentalities of a
State (as defined in section 218(b)) or of the
District of Columbia shall be treated as a
single employer, and

‘‘(ii) all agencies and instrumentalities of a
political subdivision of a State (as so de-
fined) shall be treated as a single employer
and shall not be treated as described in
clause (i).

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of

this paragraph are met with respect to serv-
ice if such service is performed—

‘‘(i) by an individual who is employed by a
State or political subdivision thereof to re-
lieve such individual from unemployment,

‘‘(ii) in a hospital, home, or other institu-
tion by a patient or inmate thereof as an em-
ployee of a State or political subdivision
thereof or of the District of Columbia,

‘‘(iii) by an individual, as an employee of a
State or political subdivision thereof or of
the District of Columbia, serving on a tem-
porary basis in case of fire, storm, snow,
earthquake, flood, or other similar emer-
gency,

‘‘(iv) by any individual as an employee in-
cluded under section 5351(2) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to certain interns, stu-
dent nurses, and other student employees of
hospitals of the District of Columbia Govern-
ment), other than as a medical or dental in-
tern or a medical or dental resident in train-
ing,

‘‘(v) by an election official or election
worker if the remuneration paid in a cal-
endar year for such service is less than $1,000



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2165March 18, 1998
with respect to service performed during
2001, and the adjusted amount determined
under subparagraph (C) for any subsequent
year with respect to service performed dur-
ing such subsequent year, except to the ex-
tent that service by such election official or
election worker is included in employment
under an agreement under section 218, or

‘‘(vi) by an employee in a position com-
pensated solely on a fee basis which is treat-
ed pursuant to section 211(c)(2)(E) as a trade
or business for purposes of inclusion of such
fees in net earnings from self-employment.

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this para-
graph, the terms ‘State’ and ‘political sub-
division’ have the meanings given those
terms in section 218(b).

‘‘(C) ADJUSTMENTS TO DOLLAR AMOUNT FOR
ELECTION OFFICIALS AND ELECTION WORKERS.—
For each year after 2001, the Secretary shall
adjust the amount referred to in subpara-
graph (A)(v) at the same time and in the
same manner as is provided under section
215(a)(1)(B)(ii) with respect to the amounts
referred to in section 215(a)(1)(B)(i), except
that—

‘‘(i) for purposes of this subparagraph, 1998
shall be substituted for the calendar year re-
ferred to in section 215(a)(1)(B)(ii)(II), and

‘‘(ii) such amount as so adjusted, if not a
multiple of $50, shall be rounded to the near-
est multiple of $50.

The Commissioner of Social Security shall
determine and publish in the Federal Reg-
ister each adjusted amount determined
under this subparagraph not later than No-
vember 1 preceding the year for which the
adjustment is made.’’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(i) Subsection (k) of section 210 of such Act

(42 U.S.C. 410(k)) (relating to covered trans-
portation service) is repealed.

(ii) Section 210(p) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
410(p)) is amended—

(I) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘service is
performed’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘service is service described in sub-
section (s)(3)(A).’’; and

(II) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting
‘‘under subsection (a)(7) as in effect on De-
cember 31, 2000’’ after ‘‘section’’.

(iii) Section 218(c)(6) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
418(c)(6)) is amended—

(I) by striking subparagraph (C);
(II) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) and

(E) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively; and

(III) by striking subparagraph (F) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(E) service which is included as employ-
ment under section 210(a).’’

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL REVENUE
CODE OF 1986.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (7) of section
3121(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to employment) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(7) excluded State or local government
employment (as defined in subsection (t));’’.

(2) EXCLUDED STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYMENT.—Section 3121 of such Code is
amended by inserting after subsection (s) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(t) EXCLUDED STATE OR LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT EMPLOYMENT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this
chapter, the term ‘excluded State or local
government employment’ means any service
performed in the employ of a State, of any
political subdivision thereof, or of any in-
strumentality of any one or more of the fore-
going which is wholly owned thereby, if—

‘‘(A)(i) such service would be excluded from
the term ‘employment’ for purposes of this
chapter if the provisions of subsection (b)(7)
as in effect on December 31, 2000, had re-
mained in effect, and (ii) the requirements of

paragraph (2) are met with respect to such
service, or

‘‘(B) the requirements of paragraph (3) are
met with respect to such service.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CURRENT EMPLOYMENT
WHICH CONTINUES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of
this paragraph are met with respect to serv-
ice for any employer if—

‘‘(i) such service is performed by an indi-
vidual—

‘‘(I) who was performing substantial and
regular service for remuneration for that
employer before January 1, 2001,

‘‘(II) who is a bona fide employee of that
employer on December 31, 2000, and

‘‘(III) whose employment relationship with
that employer was not entered into for pur-
poses of meeting the requirements of this
subparagraph, and

‘‘(ii) the employment relationship with
that employer has not been terminated after
December 31, 2000.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF MULTIPLE AGENCIES AND
INSTRUMENTALITIES.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), under regulations—

‘‘(i) all agencies and instrumentalities of a
State (as defined in section 218(b) of the So-
cial Security Act) or of the District of Co-
lumbia shall be treated as a single employer,
and

‘‘(ii) all agencies and instrumentalities of a
political subdivision of a State (as so de-
fined) shall be treated as a single employer
and shall not be treated as described in
clause (i).

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of

this paragraph are met with respect to serv-
ice if such service is performed—

‘‘(i) by an individual who is employed by a
State or political subdivision thereof to re-
lieve such individual from unemployment,

‘‘(ii) in a hospital, home, or other institu-
tion by a patient or inmate thereof as an em-
ployee of a State or political subdivision
thereof or of the District of Columbia,

‘‘(iii) by an individual, as an employee of a
State or political subdivision thereof or of
the District of Columbia, serving on a tem-
porary basis in case of fire, storm, snow,
earthquake, flood, or other similar emer-
gency,

‘‘(iv) by any individual as an employee in-
cluded under section 5351(2) of title 5, United
States Code (relating to certain interns, stu-
dent nurses, and other student employees of
hospitals of the District of Columbia Govern-
ment), other than as a medical or dental in-
tern or a medical or dental resident in train-
ing,

‘‘(v) by an election official or election
worker if the remuneration paid in a cal-
endar year for such service is less than $1,000
with respect to service performed during
2001, and the adjusted amount determined
under section 210(s)(3)(C) of the Social Secu-
rity Act for any subsequent year with re-
spect to service performed during such subse-
quent year, except to the extent that service
by such election official or election worker
is included in employment under an agree-
ment under section 218 of the Social Security
Act, or

‘‘(vi) by an employee in a position com-
pensated solely on a fee basis which is treat-
ed pursuant to section 1402(c)(2)(E) as a trade
or business for purposes of inclusion of such
fees in net earnings from self-employment.

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this para-
graph, the terms ‘State’ and ‘political sub-
division’ have the meanings given those
terms in section 218(b) of the Social Security
Act.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subsection (j) of section 3121 of such

Code (relating to covered transportation
service) is repealed.

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 3121(u) of such
Code (relating to application of hospital in-
surance tax to Federal, State, and local em-
ployment) is amended—

(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘serv-
ice is performed’’ in clause (ii) and all that
follows through the end of such subpara-
graph and inserting ‘‘service is service de-
scribed in subsection (t)(3)(A).’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C)(i), by inserting
‘‘under subsection (b)(7) as in effect on De-
cember 31, 2000’’ after ‘‘chapter’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as otherwise
provided in this section, the amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to service performed after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 8. INCREASE IN LENGTH OF COMPUTATION
PERIOD FROM 35 TO 38 YEARS.

Section 215(b)(2)(B) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 415(b)(2)) is amended—

(1) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in clause (iii)—
(A) by striking ‘‘age 62’’ and inserting ‘‘the

applicable age’’; and
(B) by striking the period at the end and

inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iv) the term ‘‘applicable age’’ means with

respect to individuals who attain age 62—
‘‘(I) before 2001, age 62;
‘‘(II) in 2001, age 63;
‘‘(III) in 2002, age 64; and
‘‘(IV) after 2002, age 65.’’.

SEC. 9. PHASED IN INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECU-
RITY RETIREMENT AGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 216(l) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 416(l) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking subpara-
graphs (B), (C), (D), and (E) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(B) with respect to an individual who at-
tains early retirement age after December
31, 1999, and before January 1, 2018, 65 years
of age plus 2⁄12 of the number of months in
the period beginning with January 2000 and
ending with December of the year in which
the individual attains early retirement age;

‘‘(C) with respect to an individual who at-
tains early retirement age after December
31, 2017, and before January 1, 2066, 68 years
of age plus 1⁄24 of the number of months in
the period beginning with January 2018 and
ending with December of the year in which
the individual attains early retirement age,
rounded down to the lowest whole month;
and

‘‘(D) with respect to an individual who at-
tains early retirement age after December
31, 2065, 70 years of age.’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (3).
(b) CONFORMING REDUCTIONS FOR RECEIVING

BENEFITS BEFORE NORMAL RETIREMENT
AGE.—Section 202(q)(9)(A) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 402(q)(9)(A)) is amended by
striking ‘‘and five-twelfths of 1 percent for
any additional months included in such peri-
ods’’ and inserting ‘‘five-twelfths of 1 percent
for the next 24 months included in such peri-
ods, three-eighths of 1 percent for the next 24
months included in such periods, and one-
third of 1 percent for any additional months
included in such periods’’.

(c) STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF INCREASING
THE RETIREMENT AGE.—

(1) STUDY PLAN.—Not later than February
15, 2000, the Commissioner of Social Security
shall submit to Congress a detailed study
plan for evaluating the effects of increases in
the retirement age scheduled under section
216(l) of the Social Security Act on the day
before the date of enactment of the amend-
ments made by subsection (a) and under such
amendments. The study plan shall include a
description of the methodology, data, and
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funding that will be required in order to pro-
vide to Congress not later than February 15,
2005—

(A) an evaluation of trends in mortality
and their relationship to trends in health
status, among individuals approaching eligi-
bility for social security retirement benefits;

(B) an evaluation of trends in labor force
participation among individuals approaching
eligibility for social security retirement ben-
efits and among individuals receiving retire-
ment benefits, and of the factors that influ-
ence the choice between retirement and par-
ticipation in the labor force;

(C) an evaluation of changes, if any, in the
social security disability program that
would reduce the impact of increases in the
retirement age on workers in poor health or
physically demanding occupations;

(D) an evaluation of the methodology used
to develop projections for trends in mortal-
ity, health status, and labor force participa-
tion among individuals approaching eligi-
bility for social security retirement benefits
and among individuals receiving retirement
benefits; and

(E) an evaluation of such other matters as
the Commissioner deems appropriate for
evaluating the effects of increases in the re-
tirement age.

(2) REPORT ON RESULTS OF STUDY.—Not
later than February 15, 2005, the Commis-
sioner of Social Security shall provide to
Congress an evaluation of the implications
of the trends studied under paragraph (1),
along with recommendations, if any, of the
extent to which the conclusions of such eval-
uations indicate that future scheduled in-
creases in the retirement age should be
modified. Furthermore, such report should
include recommendations for modifying the
social security disability program and other
income support programs that should be con-
sidered in conjunction with scheduled in-
creases in the retirement age.
SEC. 10. ELIMINATION OF EARNINGS TEST FOR

INDIVIDUALS WHO HAVE ATTAINED
EARLY RETIREMENT AGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 403) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘the age
of seventy’’ and inserting ‘‘early retirement
age (as defined in section 216(l))’’;

(2) in paragraphs (1)(A) and (2) of sub-
section (d), by striking ‘‘the age of seventy’’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘early re-
tirement age (as defined in section 216(l))’’;

(3) in subsection (f)(1)(B), by striking ‘‘was
age seventy or over’’ and inserting ‘‘was at
or above early retirement age (as defined in
section 216(l))’’;

(4) in subsection (f)(3)—
(A) by striking ‘‘331⁄3 percent’’ and all that

follows through ‘‘any other individual,’’ and
inserting ‘‘50 percent of such individual’s
earnings for such year in excess of the prod-
uct of the exempt amount as determined
under paragraph (8),’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘age 70’’ and inserting
‘‘early retirement age (as defined in section
216(l))’’;

(5) in subsection (h)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘age
70’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘early retirement age (as defined in section
216(l))’’; and

(6) in subsection (j)—
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘Age Sev-

enty’’ and inserting ‘‘Early Retirement
Age’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘seventy years of age’’ and
inserting ‘‘having attained early retirement
age (as defined in section 216(l))’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS ELIMINATING
THE SPECIAL EXEMPT AMOUNT FOR INDIVID-
UALS WHO HAVE ATTAINED AGE 62.—

(1) UNIFORM EXEMPT AMOUNT.—Section
203(f)(8)(A) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 403(f)(8)(A)) is amended by striking

‘‘the new exempt amounts (separately stated
for individuals described in subparagraph (D)
and for other individuals) which are to be ap-
plicable’’ and inserting ‘‘a new exempt
amount which shall be applicable’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
203(f)(8)(B) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 403(f)(8)(B)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘Except’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘whichever’’ and inserting ‘‘The ex-
empt amount which is applicable for each
month of a particular taxable year shall be
whichever’’;

(B) in clauses (i) and (ii), by striking ‘‘cor-
responding’’ each place it appears; and

(C) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘an ex-
empt amount’’ and inserting ‘‘the exempt
amount’’.

(3) REPEAL OF BASIS FOR COMPUTATION OF
SPECIAL EXEMPT AMOUNT.—Section
203(f)(8)(D) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. (f)(8)(D)) is repealed.

(c) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) ELIMINATION OF REDUNDANT REFERENCES
TO RETIREMENT AGE.—Section 203 of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 403) is amended—

(A) in subsection (c), in the last sentence,
by striking ‘‘nor shall any deduction’’ and
all that follows and inserting ‘‘nor shall any
deduction be made under this subsection
from any widow’s or widower’s insurance
benefit if the widow, surviving divorced wife,
widower, or surviving divorced husband in-
volved became entitled to such benefit prior
to attaining age 60.’’; and

(B) in subsection (f)(1), by striking clause
(D) and inserting the following: ‘‘(D) for
which such individual is entitled to widow’s
or widower’s insurance benefits if such indi-
vidual became so entitled prior to attaining
age 60,’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO PROVISIONS
FOR DETERMINING AMOUNT OF INCREASE ON
ACCOUNT OF DELAYED RETIREMENT.—Section
202(w)(2)(B)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 402(w)(2)(B)(ii)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘either’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘or suffered deductions

under section 203(b) or 203(c) in amounts
equal to the amount of such benefit’’.

(3) PROVISIONS RELATING TO EARNINGS
TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN DETERMINING SUB-
STANTIAL GAINFUL ACTIVITY OF BLIND INDI-
VIDUALS.—The second sentence of section
223(d)(4) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 423(d)(4)) is
amended by striking ‘‘if section 102 of the
Senior Citizens’ Right to Work Act of 1996
had not been enacted’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘if the amendments to section 203
made by section 102 of the Senior Citizens’
Right to Work Act of 1996 and by the Social
Security Solvency Act of 1998 had not been
enacted’’.

(d) STUDY OF THE EFFECT OF TAKING EARN-
INGS INTO ACCOUNT IN DETERMINING SUBSTAN-
TIAL GAINFUL ACTIVITY OF DISABLED INDIVID-
UALS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February
15, 2000, the Commissioner of Social Security
shall conduct a study on the effect that tak-
ing earnings into account in determining
substantial gainful activity of individuals re-
ceiving disability insurance benefits has on
the incentive for such individuals to work
and submit to Congress a report on the
study.

(2) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—The study con-
ducted under paragraph (1) shall include the
evaluation of—

(A) the effect of the current limit on earn-
ings on the incentive for individuals receiv-
ing disability insurance benefits to work;

(B) the effect of increasing the earnings
limit or changing the manner in which dis-
ability insurance benefits are reduced or ter-
minated as a result of substantial gainful ac-

tivity (including reducing the benefits
gradually when the earnings limit is exceed-
ed) on—

(i) the incentive to work; and
(ii) the financial status of the Federal Dis-

ability Insurance Trust Fund;
(C) the effect of extending eligibility for

the Medicare program to individuals during
the period in which disability insurance ben-
efits of the individual are gradually reduced
as a result of substantial gainful activity
and extending such eligibility for a fixed pe-
riod of time after the benefits are termi-
nated on—

(i) the incentive to work; and
(ii) the financial status of the Federal Hos-

pital Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust
Fund; and

(D) the relationship between the effect of
substantial gainful activity limits on blind
individuals receiving disability insurance
benefits and other individuals receiving dis-
ability insurance benefits.

(3) CONSULTATION.—The analysis under
paragraph (2)(C) shall be done in consulta-
tion with the Administrator of the Health
Care Financing Administration.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments and
repeals made by subsections (a), (b), and (c)
shall apply with respect to taxable years
ending after December 31, 2002.

SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY ACT OF 1998—
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROVISIONS

I. REDUCE PAYROLL TAXES AND RETURN TO PAY-
AS-YOU-GO SYSTEM WITH OPTIONAL PERSONAL
ACCOUNTS

A. Reduce payroll taxes and return to pay-as-
you-go

The bill would return Social Security to a
pay-as-you-go system. That is, payroll tax
rates would be adjusted so that annual reve-
nues from taxes closely match annual out-
lays. This makes possible an immediate pay-
roll tax cut of approximately $800 billion
over the next 10 years, with reduced rates re-
maining in place for the next 30 years. Pay-
roll tax rates would be cut from 12.4 to 10.4
percent between 2001 and 2024, and the rate
would stay at or below 12.4 percent until
2045. Even in the out-years, the pay-as-you
go rates under the plan will increase only
slightly above the current rate of 12.4 per-
cent. It would reach 13.4 percent in 2060. The
proposed rate schedule is:

Percent
2001–2024 ............................................. 10.4
2025–2029 ............................................. 11.4
2030–2044 ............................................. 12.4
2045–2054 ............................................. 12.7
2055–2059 ............................................. 13.0
2060 and thereafter ............................. 13.4

In order to ensure continued solvency, the
Board of Trustees of the Social Security
Trust Funds would make recommendations
for a new pay-as-you-go tax rate schedule if
the Trust Funds fall out of close actuarial
balance. The new tax rate schedule would be
considered by Congress under fast track pro-
cedures.

B. Voluntary personal savings accounts

Beginning in 2001, the bill would permit
voluntary personal savings accounts, which
workers could finance with the proceeds of
the two percent cut in the payroll tax. Alter-
natively, a worker could simply take the em-
ployee share of the tax cut in the form of an
increase in take-home pay equal to one per-
cent of wages.

C. Increase in amount of wages subject to tax

Under current law, the Social Security
payroll tax applies only to the first $68,400 of
wages in 1998. At that level, about 85 percent
of wages in covered employment are taxed.
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That percentages has been falling because
wages of persons above the taxable maxi-
mum have been growing faster than wages of
persons below it.

Histocially, about 90 percent of wages have
been subject to tax. Under the bill, the tax-
able maximum would be increased to $97,500
(thereby imposing the tax on about 87 per-
cent of wages) by 2003. Thereafter, automatic
changes in the base, tied to increases in av-
erage wages, would be resumed. (Under cur-
rent law, the taxable maximum is projected
to increase to $82,800 in 2003, with automatic
changes also continuing thereafter.)

II. INDEXATION PROVISIONS

The payroll tax cut in the legislation is
offset by two indexation provisions and other
changes that most observers agree are need-
ed.
A. Correct cost of living adjustments by one per-

centage point
The bill includes a one percentage point

correction in cost of living adjustments. The
correction would apply to all indexed pro-
grams (outlays and revenues) except Supple-
mental Security Income. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics has made some improve-
ments in the Consumer Price Index, but
most of these were already taken into ac-
count when the Boskin Commission ap-
pointed by the Senate Finance Committee
reported in 1996 that the overstatement of
the cost of living by the CPI was 1.1 percent-
age points. Members of the Commission be-
lieve that the overstatement will average
about one percentage point for the next sev-
eral years. The proposed legislation would
also establish a Cost of Living Board to de-
termine on an annual basis if further refine-
ments are necessary.
B. Increase in retirement age

In 1983, the retirement age was increased,
over time, to age 67 for those turning 62 in
the year 2022. The proposed legislation modi-
fies present law, so that the retirement age
increases by two months per year between

2000 and 2017, and by one month every two
years between years 2018 and 2065. This in-
crease is a form of indexation which results
in retirement ages of 68 in 2017 (for workers
reaching age 62 in that year), and 70 in 2065
(for workers reaching age 62 in that year.)

The increase in the retirement age is a
form of indexation because it is related to
the increase in life expectancy. Persons re-
tiring in 1960 at age 65 had a life expectancy,
at age 65, of 15 years and spent about 25 per-
cent of their adult life in retirement. Per-
sons retiring in 2073, at age 70, are projected
to have a life expectancy at age 70 of about
17 years, and would also spend about 25 per-
cent of their adult life in retirement. These
are persons not yet born today who can ex-
pect, on average, to live almost to age 90.

III. PROGRAM SIMPLIFICATION—REPEAL OF
EARNINGS TEST

The so-called earnings test would be elimi-
nated for all beneficiaries age 62 and over,
beginning in 2003. (Under current law, the
test increases to $30,000 in 2002.) The earnings
test is an administrative burden with about
1 million beneficiaries submitting forms to
the Social Security Administration so that
benefits can be withheld (reduced) if the ben-
eficiary has wages in excess of the earnings
test. Social Security Administration actuar-
ies estimate that the long-run cost of repeal-
ing the earnings test is zero because bene-
ficiaries eventually receive all of the bene-
fits that were withheld due to the earnings
test.

IV. OTHER CHANGES

All three factions of the 1997 Social Secu-
rity Advisory Council supported some vari-
ation of the following three provisions:
A. Normal taxation of benefits

Social Security benefits would be taxed to
the same extent private pensions are taxed.
That is, Social Security benefits would be
taxed to the extent that the worker’s bene-
fits exceed his or her contributions to the
system (currently about 95 percent of bene-
fits would be taxed).

B. Coverage of newly hired State and local em-
ployees

Effective in 2001, Social Security coverage
would be extended to newly hired employees
in currently excluded State and local posi-
tions. Inclusion of State and local workers is
sound public policy because most of the five
million State and local employees (about a
quarter of all State and local employees) not
covered by Social Security in their govern-
ment employment do receive Social Security
benefits as a result of working at other
jobs—part-time or otherwise—that are cov-
ered by Social Security. Relative to their
contributions these workers receive generous
benefits.

C. Increase in length of computation period

The legislation would increase the length
of the computation period from 35 to 38
years. Consistent with the increase in life ex-
pectancy and the increase in the retirement
age we would expect workers to have more
years with earnings. Computation of their
benefits should be based on these additional
years of earnings.

SUMMARY OF BUDGET EFFECTS

The legislation provides for long-run sol-
vency of Social Security, financed with pay-
roll taxes that are not much higher than cur-
rent rates. It is also fully paid for in the
short-run. The Congressional Budget Office’s
preliminary estimate indicates that for the
ten-year period FY 1999–2008, the proposal in-
creases the projected cumulative budget sur-
plus by $170 billion, from $671 billion to $841
billion. For the five-year period FY 1999–2003,
CBO projects that under the plan, the cumu-
lative surplus is unchanged. In no year is
there a deficit. All of this is accomplished
while reducing payroll taxes by almost $800
billion. A table showing CBO’s estimate of
the surplus under current policies and under
the Social Security Solvency Act of 1998 is
attached.

CBO BUDGET ESTIMATES
[Fiscal years 1999–2008, in billions of dollars]

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Cumulative surplus

5 years
1999–2003

10 years
1999–2008

Estimated Surplus Under Current Policies ........................................................................................................... 9 1 13 67 53 70 75 115 130 138 143 671
Estimated Surplus Under The Social Security Solvency Act of 1998 ................................................................... 5 12 6 65 55 79 94 148 176 201 143 841

PAY-AS-YOU-GO PAYROLL TAX RATES REQUIRED TO FUND
SOCIAL SECURITY

Year
Assuming

no program
changes

Social Secu-
rity Solvency
Act of 1998

2001 ................................................................... 10.40 10.40
2005 ................................................................... 11.40 10.40
2010 ................................................................... 12.40 10.40
2015 ................................................................... 13.90 10.40
2020 ................................................................... 15.40 10.40
2025 ................................................................... 16.40 11.40
2030 ................................................................... 16.40 12.40
2035 ................................................................... 16.90 12.40
2040 ................................................................... 16.90 12.40
2045 ................................................................... 16.90 12.70
2050 ................................................................... 16.90 12.70
2055 ................................................................... 17.40 13.00
2060 ................................................................... 17.80 13.40
2065 ................................................................... 17.80 13.40
2070 ................................................................... 18.00 13.40

Note.—The Social Security payroll tax rate is fixed by statute at 12.4
percent. Assuming no program changes the current law program is not sus-
tainable. In 2012, outgo for the OASDI program will exceed tax revenues. In
2029, all OASDI assets (reserves) will be expended, after which tax revenues
will only be sufficient to pay 75 percent of expected benefits.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish

to compliment my colleagues, Senator
MOYNIHAN and Senator BREAUX and
Senator KERREY, for the introduction

of this legislation. I am not joining as
a cosponsor now, but I certainly want
to sponsor and echo the comments that
they made that we need to reform So-
cial Security and we need to move So-
cial Security away from a pay-go sys-
tem into a funded system, a capitalized
system, a system that has an invest-
ment behind it, one that people get to
own and control and can invest in.

They have taken a small step in that
direction. As I understand it, the pro-
posal would allow 2 percent of the 12.4
percent to go in that direction, either
to be returned in the form of a tax cut
or to be put into a personalized savings
Social Security account.

I echo very strongly that right now
we should depart from an unfunded sys-
tem, a pay-go system, a system that is
destined for bankruptcy unless we
change it, unless we save it—and a lot
of us are very committed to saving So-
cial Security. We think the real way to
save Social Security is to move it into
a funded system. Private plans have
been doing that all across the country.

They are allowing individuals, partici-
pants in their plans, to reap the bene-
fits and rewards of good investments.

I heard my colleague—I think Sen-
ator BREAUX mentioned that if a Fed-
eral employee had invested 100 percent
in the stock option plan last year, the
rate of return was 40 percent.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I wasn’t.
Mr. NICKLES. I was. I put 100 per-

cent of my thrift plan in, and it made
a 40 percent return. For the S&P index
for those months, which included Sep-
tember 30, it was a 34 percent rate of
return, a phenomenal rate of return. It
was a lot less for Government bonds.
There are three different options for
Federal employees. They all made sig-
nificant returns far greater than the 1
or 2 percent that a person can make in
Social Security today.

So we can allow those accounts to ac-
cumulate and grow and allow people to
become entrepreneurs and to achieve
some real savings and also lessen their
dependence on Social Security at the
same time.
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Senator MOYNIHAN also had the nerve

to say—I think he said, that we should
have, an accurate CPI. Again, a lot of
people do not want to touch that. But
we should have an accurate CPI. If we
have a balanced budget or if we have a
surplus or a deficit, we should have an
accurate CPI. And, yes, there are sig-
nificant savings in that proposal as
well.

He talked about some other things,
talking about increasing the retire-
ment dates. That is not real popular
maybe with a lot of people, but, frank-
ly, you have to look at the actuarial
analysis of Social Security. Social Se-
curity has big, big problems. Although
i have some reservations, I think my
colleague from New York has taken
some giant steps in the right direction.

I understand there is a little tax in-
crease on the personal income tax side.
I would like to see if we can do it with-
out that. Transitionally we may have
some challenges. I would very much
like to get the percentage up from 2
percent. Actually, right now an indi-
vidual pays 12.4 percent of their payroll
for Social Security up to $68,000,
$68,400, I believe. I would like to be able
to get half of that into an individual’s
personal savings account where they
can really see some rewards. That is
over $9,000 that an individual, if they
make $68,000, is paying in Social Secu-
rity today. It would be nice if they
could put half or at least a significant
portion of that into their own retire-
ment account where they can watch it
grow, where they can invest it. They
could be very cautious in their invest-
ments and invest it in T bills if they so
desired or invest it in stocks or they
can invest it in bonds. They would have
those options.

I would like to give them the maxi-
mum amount of options that we give
people for 401(k)s, that we give people
for IRAs, that we give Senate employ-
ees through thrift plans and so on. I
would like to give all American tax-
payers that option so we can have a lot
of millionaires, a lot of people driving
a truck in Nebraska or Oklahoma be-
coming millionaires by the time they
retire so they will not become depend-
ent, frankly, on an unfunded pay-go
system like we have right now into
which their children will be paying
enormous sums in the future.

I think you hear a lot of people try-
ing to sell programs by using kids. I
think we need to be very, very con-
cerned about future liabilities in Social
Security for our kids. How in the world
will they be able to make those pay-
ments if we do not reform the system?
Senator MOYNIHAN had a chart out
there that said the payroll tax would
have to go up astronomically. I do not
think that is fair for our kids.

Maybe we can alleviate that pressure
if we allow individuals now, before they
hit their retirement age, to be able to
set up these personal savings accounts
and be able to reap decent rates of re-
turn and become less dependent on
their children and grandchildren for
their future retirement benefits.

Conceptually, I commend my col-
leagues on their work, and I think you
will find strong bipartisanship support
for working together to see if we can-
not make this concept of making fund-
ed capitalized personal savings ac-
counts a part of every individual’s So-
cial Security for the future. We will
work to try to make that a reality in
America.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may

I take a moment to thank the distin-
guished deputy majority leader. I
couldn’t be more grateful. If there are
auspices, his comments make them
very good indeed.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
f

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of H.R.
2646, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex-
penditures from education individual retire-
ment accounts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware is recognized.
AMENDMENT NO. 2019

(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to allow tax-free expenditures
from education individual retirement ac-
counts for elementary and secondary
school expenses, to increase the maximum
annual amount of contributions to such ac-
counts, and for other purposes)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH]

proposes an amendment numbered 2019.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the amendment be
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and it be consid-

ered original text for the purpose of
further amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 2019) was agreed

to.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I congratu-

late the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, as well as Senator COVERDELL,
for crafting such a bipartisan amend-
ment. As always, while it may not al-
ways have the vote of the ranking
member, he is always cooperative and
considerate in how he deals with legis-
lation coming out of the Finance Com-
mittee. So I really appreciate the work
done by Senator ROTH, Senator MOY-
NIHAN, Senator COVERDELL, and Sen-
ator TORRICELLI, in getting this bipar-
tisan initiative to this point.

The amendment includes three major
Democratic initiatives that are also
supported by a majority on this side of
the aisle —those being the school con-
struction section that has been aggres-
sively pursued by Senator GRAHAM of
Florida, Senator FEINSTEIN of Califor-
nia, and others. A lot of work went into
that by Senator COVERDELL and Sen-
ator ROTH, once again. It also includes
the State prepaid tuition initiative in
which I believe Senator BREAUX, Sen-
ator GRAHAM, and others have been in-
terested. I also have been supportive of
that initiative in the past. I believe
Senator MOYNIHAN also has had an in-
terest in that. Finally, it also includes
the employer-paid higher education
provision. This is something I believe
is referred to as section 127, which Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN talked about.

I think that anything we can do to
make it possible for parents, grand-
parents, and supporters of scholarships
in education to be able to be more in-
volved and to save for their children’s
education, not only higher education,
but K through 12, elementary and sec-
ondary, to be able to take advantage of
a prepaid tuition initiative so that that
can be done to help children get into
college and deal with what quite often
is a pretty high tuition cost when they
first go in, or deal with the costs of
their graduate education and those ex-
penses should be done. These are all
good things because we need to do ev-
erything we can in America to make it
possible for our children to get an edu-
cation, whether that’s elementary and
secondary, higher education, or trade
school training, vocational education,
whatever it is. So we need to look at
all of those across the board.

I continue to be concerned about the
poor test scores of our children at the
elementary and secondary levels. I con-
tinue to look at the fact that our high-
er education is the best in the world
and wonder why that is true when our
elementary and secondary education
levels are quite often very low. In fact,
I saw one statistic recently that we are
19th in the world. Why? Why can’t our
children write in the fourth grade and
read and understand basic science when
they are in the eighth grade? I think
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this Coverdell A+ program will help
with getting tutoring, or getting com-
puters for children in the fourth grade
or eighth grade, or make it a choice to
go to a different school, and being able
to save a little bit for that option.

So I think all of these programs are
good. I think it will be good for us to
spend some time talking about edu-
cation in America, thinking together
about how we can improve it. I think
one of the problems with education in
America at the K through 12 level is
that we have been thinking it has to fit
in this box, it has to be done this way,
without choice, without financial as-
sistance, and without teacher testing,
and without really dealing with the
drug problems. We need to begin to ask
ourselves, can we do it differently? Can
we offer other options? Can we provide
financial assistance for parents with
children in the eighth grade who have
special needs? I think this legislation
will begin to take us in that direction.

So I am proud that we are reaching
the point, hopefully, where we can get
into debating the substance of the leg-
islation. I understand there are some
colleagues on the Democratic side of
the aisle who are interested in offering
amendments. That is fine. I hope they
will offer amendments when we get to
the substance of the bill that relates to
education. I understand that some of
these amendments would be non-
germane, which would be in extraneous
areas not related to this. We will have
other opportunities—in the budget res-
olution and in appropriations bills—to
have amendments on Social Security,
and there are a lot of good thoughts
going into the Social Security area
now. The Senator from New York made
a presentation this past week that is
very interesting and thoughtful. We
ought to get into that. But we should
not do it on this education bill. Let’s
have some talk about education and
how we can improve education in
America.

Now, I had offered, last week, the
idea that the Democratic leader would
perhaps want to develop a substitute,
an alternative to this package, in the
education area. I think he gave some
thought to that. But he concluded that
maybe it could not be done last week.
So I called him again last night and
said, ‘‘Would you like to do a sub-
stitute and have that considered on
Wednesday or Thursday, and then we
would go to the substance of the bill on
Friday?’’ The indication was that he
did not want to do the substitute. I
even talked about, ‘‘Could we do some
process where we would have a limited
number of amendments that relate to
education?’’ Again, he indicated that
he didn’t think he could do that.

So before I file cloture today, I want
to offer, once again, to do it that way,
have a substitute. I have discussed that
with several Democrats who are sup-
portive of the Coverdell bill. They
thought that would be a fair way to
proceed, to have an alternative pack-
age, debate that and vote on it, and

then go to the Coverdell A+ education
savings account proposals with these
additions. But I understand that can’t
be agreed to. I wanted to make the
offer not once or twice, but three
times, to have a substitute or even
have some limited amendments relat-
ing to education.

If I could ask the ranking member,
on behalf of the leader, who is unavoid-
ably detained at this time, is it not
possible for us to get an agreement
that would allow us to go to the sub-
stitute arrangement or some limited
number of amendments related only to
education at this time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
cannot speak with the authority of the
minority leader, who is necessarily de-
tained. It won’t be that long before he
can be here. I will have to offer my im-
pression, regretfully, that that would
not be possible.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator from
New York. I regret that we can’t agree
on what I think would be a fair and or-
derly way to move into the bill that is
very important for the discussion of
education in America.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in order to
keep the focus on the education meas-
ure, I now send a cloture motion to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on H.R. 2646,
the A+ Education Act:

Trent Lott, Paul Coverdell, Jeff Sessions,
Connie Mack, Bill Roth, Judd Gregg,
Christopher Bond, Tim Hutchinson,
Larry E. Craig, Robert F. Bennett,
Mike DeWine, Jim Inhofe, Bill Frist,
Bob Smith, Wayne Allard, Pat Roberts.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send a
second cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provision of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on H.R. 2646,
the A+ Education Act:

Trent Lott, Paul Coverdell, Jeff Sessions,
Connie Mack, Bill Roth, Judd Gregg,
Christopher Bond, Tim Hutchinson,
Larry E. Craig, Robert F. Bennett,
Mike DeWine, Jim Inhofe, Bill Frist,
Bob Smith, Wayne Allard, Pat Roberts.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the action
just taken will result in a cloture vote
occurring on Friday, March 20, or
Thursday, if a consent agreement can
be reached for an earlier vote. I know
some Senators are hopeful that we can
have this vote Thursday afternoon,
late, instead of Friday morning. We
would be willing to work to see if we
can get an agreement with the minor-
ity leader on getting that vote on
Thursday afternoon. If the first cloture

vote is not successful, then a second
cloture vote would occur on Friday, or
on Thursday, if we can get that ar-
ranged.

I will, of course, notify all Members
as to exactly when these cloture votes
would occur. However, in the mean-
time, I ask that the mandatory quorum
under rule XXII be waived for both clo-
ture votes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. I would be glad to yield to
Senator KENNEDY.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
interested in a brief review of what is
in the proposal of the majority leader.
I am interested in whether the proposal
that is included in the submission that
we have now here is the proposal that
would provide the funding for projects
of private companies for the building
and the construction of private
schools. The limitation on any State
would be approximately $5 million.
That is my understanding of at least
what would be included in the Repub-
lican proposal, which is a pale shadow
of what I think most of us understand
would be the Moseley-Braun proposal,
which would provide much more dra-
matic health assistance to public
schools. I am just interested in that. Is
my understanding correct?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will allow me to reclaim my time
to respond, I believe that this provision
applies to public schools. There is a
package that was very carefully draft-
ed at the urging of Senator GRAHAM of
Florida. But to make sure that I have
an accurate understanding of this con-
tent, would the Senator from Georgia,
Senator COVERDELL, like to comment
further on that provision?

Mr. KENNEDY. Privately owned pub-
lic schools is my question. Is the rel-
evant provisions that are related to
school construction and modernization
limited to privately owned public
schools?

Mr. LOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, if I
might respond, at the appropriate time
we will have Senator GRAHAM of Flor-
ida, who has been integral to the nego-
tiations, respond to the Senator’s ques-
tions. But currently, public schools can
use tax-exempt bonds for construction.

I believe that I can conceptually
characterize Senator GRAHAM’s inter-
est in that he wanted to add to the cat-
egory or the function that allows fund-
ing for airports where you could have a
private company do the construction
for the public system for the public
good and lease the facility to the pub-
lic school district after a certain period
of time, which would follow into own-
ership. Senator GRAHAM’s objective was
to create an extended ability for public
school systems to have financing for
the construction of their schools.

So he is basically expanding the ca-
pacity for public school districts to
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fund construction of the new schools.
The construct of the amendment caps
that facility because of the sums of
money that are available, and it also
has the facility to aid and abet large
growth districts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Am I also correct
that there is a limitation of some $5
million per State?

Mr. COVERDELL. No. It is $10 per
resident, but at a minimum of $5 mil-
lion, if the $5 million is greater.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate the lead-
er responding. I just wanted to mention
that it is a proposal in support of the
Senator from New York, because there
are different approaches on the ques-
tion of the modernization and the re-
construction of the public schools. Sen-
ator GRAHAM has a proposal. It has
been included in the proposal. Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN has a very interesting
proposal. But, as I understand it, they
will be precluded. Would they be pre-
cluded from having that be considered
under the cloture motion?

Mr. COVERDELL. If the Senator will
yield, I believe the majority leader has
properly characterized what the discus-
sions have been between both leaders.
The majority leader has said the other
side can offer its package, which could
include Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN’s, or
not, or we could agree on a set number
of amendments for each side, so long as
they are germane to education, which,
of course, should embrace the Sen-
ator’s idea as well.

So there are at least two separate
suggestions being discussed between
leaders that would facilitate the oppor-
tunity of the Senator from Illinois to
bring her proposal into the debate.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate that. Ef-
fectively we are being told if we do not
accept the way it is being packaged
they won’t have an opportunity to have
a debate on these very important meas-
ures in terms of achieving what the
majority leader has pointed out. I am
wondering, the amendment of our
friend, Senator BOXER, on after-school
programs, is related to education, as I
understand it. Under cloture, that
would be precluded as well. Would that
amendment be excluded? It has been
published. It deals with after-school
proposals for children. I am wondering
if that would be permitted under the
cloture motion.

Mr. LOTT. I want to reiterate again,
first of all, Mr. President, under the
proposal that I have suggested of a sub-
stitute amendment, any or all of these
proposals could have been offered. We
even thought about the possibility of
having some agreed-to limited number
of amendments that were education-
ally related. But Senator DASCHLE indi-
cated, I believe, that he didn’t think
that was the way that he would like to
proceed.

With regard to postcloture, assuming
cloture is invoked, it depends on, I
guess, how the amendment is offered.
There certainly would be a debate on
the contents of this package. That does
include the school construction bond

issue for public schools. And it is con-
ceivable that germane amendments
could be offered to that to strike it.
But, if you tried to strike it and add a
new program under the rules, I pre-
sume that would not be possible under
the cloture arrangement.

Again, with regard to other issues,
including the Boxer amendment that
the Senator described, in postcloture
that probably would not be eligible.
But I emphasize again. We could have
worked, or could work, out an agree-
ment where a limited number of
amendments, or a substitute, could be
considered.

With regard to the California issue, I
want to emphasize that Senator FEIN-
STEIN was very interested in getting
the language included—that could be
helpful in any State, but particularly
in States like Florida and California—
and in providing additional new public
school construction. She had quite an
interest in a provision that was eventu-
ally added to the bill. I might add it
was a close vote in the Finance Com-
mittee. I think I cast the deciding vote
to provide for that.

So I think it is important that we
find a way to get to the substance of
this bill without it being indefinitely
delayed so we can have a full debate
about education but not have it get off
into all kinds of other unrelated issues
that would tend to dilute, I think, the
debate on a discussion on education
and the very important provisions that
we have put together in this package in
a bipartisan way.

Senator DASCHLE has come to the
floor. We have been having a discussion
about how to proceed. Senator MOY-
NIHAN on his behalf has indicated that
he didn’t think the minority would be
prepared to agree to my offer to have a
substitute amendment, or some limited
number of education amendments. And
we were responding to questions from
Senator KENNEDY. I have filed a cloture
motion and indicated that we would
talk about whether or not we would
have those cloture votes on Friday
morning, or even Thursday afternoon,
at the request of some Senators on
both sides of the aisle. I want to talk
to the minority leader about that. We
were, quite frankly, hopeful that the
Senator would be able to arrive and re-
spond to the present situation.

I would be glad to respond to ques-
tions or comments from Senator
DASCHLE.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished minority leader.
Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the Presi-

dent.
Mr. President, I was in my office oc-

cupied on a satellite communication. I
apologize for not being able to come to
the floor until this moment. But I
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Finance Committee for his
efforts and for articulating the position
of the Democratic caucus in this re-
gard.

Mr. President, education is probably
the most important issue we will ad-

dress this year, particularly with re-
gard to the array of budgetary ques-
tions that we face and we are anxious
to get to the bill to begin this debate.
We don’t expect that we are going to
address every aspect of the education
agenda with regard to this bill. But
certainly when you have a tax vehicle
and an education bill married, as this
legislation represents, it affords us a
real opportunity to talk about the
array of challenges we face in this
country, both from a tax as well as
from an educational point of view.

What we are simply asking for is a
fair and open debate, giving the minor-
ity the opportunity to talk and to offer
amendments that are not only germane
but relevant. Unfortunately, our rules
here in the Senate constrain us with
regard to what has been offered. There
is a big difference between a germane
amendment and a relevant amendment.
Democrats have an array of amend-
ments dealing with education that are
relevant, but under the very narrow
definition of germaneness they are not
germane to this bill.

I have talked about this matter with
the distinguished majority leader on a
number of occasions. The offer that
was given to us last night was the offer
of a couple of amendments, or one sub-
stitute; we were to be satisfied with
the ability to offer a couple of amend-
ments. Mr. President, we have a larger
number than a couple of amendments
that we think ought to be warranted in
this debate, that we think ought to be
debated and that we think ought to be
resolved in some way. So I, frankly, am
not able to agree to a couple of amend-
ments, or one substitute.

We ought to have a good discussion.
If we can spend 5 days on the Reagan
Airport, and 4 days on a cloning resolu-
tion, my heavens, we ought to be able
to spend 4 or 5 days on an issue of great
importance to tens, if not hundreds, of
millions of Americans today.

So this is really our opportunity to
do so. I am very disappointed that we
would begin a debate with a cloture
motion, begin the debate by saying,
‘‘Nope. We are going to stick to ger-
maneness here,’’ and try to eliminate
the opportunity to offer good amend-
ments relevant to education simply be-
cause we have to get on to other
things. I want to finish the NATO de-
bate as well. I want to be able to get all
of this work done, and I pledge my co-
operation with the leader, but I hope
that the cooperation would go both
ways. Cooperation certainly involves
giving Senators an opportunity to have
a good debate. In some cases we might
even be willing to agree to a time limit
on these amendments. We don’t need
all day to talk about some of them.
But we certainly need the opportunity.

So I hope we can work this out. Until
that time, certainly Democrats will
not be in a position to support cloture.
I look forward to talking more about
that with the leader at the end of this
colloquy.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, again, I

would like to indicate that this is a bi-
partisan package. The Finance Com-
mittee reported it out by a substantial
vote. We have already included three
major Democrat proposals in this pack-
age. In fact, there are only four compo-
nents to it. Three of them were prin-
cipally sponsored by Democrats. In
fact, I think probably the cause of the
bill is probably well over two-thirds—80
percent—based on the Democratic
amendments. But it didn’t make any
difference. They were Democrat, or Re-
publican, if they made sense. If they
will help with education in the elemen-
tary, secondary, or higher education
level, they deserve serious consider-
ation. And if they are meritorious, the
committee added them. We considered
other issues, I might add, in the Fi-
nance Committee. Point No. 1.

No. 2, with regard to not wanting to
delay things, I should note that the
discussion on this package began with
a filibuster on the motion to proceed. I
had to file a cloture on the motion to
proceed—and not getting to the sub-
stance of even proceeding to consider
the bill. It took us, I guess, 3 days to
get that, although when we got to the
vote, to the credit of both sides, it
passed overwhelmingly. Seventy-five
Senators said, Yes; we should cut off
the filibuster on the motion to proceed.

With regard to the other issues, I did
not want to spend 5 days on the Reagan
Airport; 5 hours or 5 minutes would
have been fine. But I thought that it
was something we ought to think
about. Some Senators had reserva-
tions, you know. It looked like we were
having a filibuster on that. It shouldn’t
have taken 5 days. It should not have
taken 4 days on cloning. I think that is
an issue that has consequences serious
enough that we ought to think about it
carefully. It didn’t have the votes. We
pulled it back. We will see what the
committee comes up with. But a doc-
tor, BILL FRIST, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, is working with others to come
up with a package on this very impor-
tant cloning issue. I thought that de-
served some thought and some con-
cerns, especially when you have a doc-
tor saying we will start cloning human
beings. I don’t know whether I am all
that excited about that prospect.

But, at any rate, I understand Sen-
ator DASCHLE’s position. He has to be
responsive to his Members, and I have
to be responsive to mine. We have to
work together to try to find a way to
get to a conclusion on the education
savings account bill, with the addi-
tions, and also to begin to continue to
have debate on the NATO enlargement.

A lot of Senators want to talk about
that. We understand maybe a Senator
has a key amendment that he would be
willing to offer this afternoon. I am not
sure that that is true, but I think
maybe Senator WARNER would be will-
ing to go ahead and offer his amend-
ment, which is one that is a critical
amendment, on the NATO enlarge-
ment. So this time will not be wasted.

This is good time. And I invite Sen-
ators to come forward to talk about
and think about in a public forum with
the American people this very impor-
tant question of enlarging NATO.

And by the way, with regard to dou-
ble-tracking these issues, this is some-
thing that is done all the time. I used
to watch Senator BYRD do it, Senator
Mitchell do it, Senator Dole do it. So
the idea is, while we are letting the
procedures go forward, we can take up
another very important subject.

So as a reminder to all Senators,
under the provisions of rule XXII, all
first-degree amendments must be filed
at the desk by 1 p.m. on Thursday and
all second-degree amendments must be
filed 1 hour prior to the cloture vote.
f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC

MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the NATO treaty.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I object.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, let me, if I
could, respond briefly to a couple of
points made by the majority leader.

First of all, I have no reservations
about his desire to double-track this
legislation. Obviously, I think double-
tracking makes sense. But he should
not live under any misconception that
somehow that is going to accelerate
consideration of the education debate.
We will have our day. We will have our
opportunity to offer these amend-
ments. Those amendments only have to
be filed if cloture is invoked. And I
hope my Democratic colleagues and
many Republican colleagues under-
stand the importance of having a good
debate. Whether it is this week or next
week or some other week, we are going
to have that debate. We will have these
amendments offered. We will have
them considered. We are going to have
it out. We will have a good discussion,
as we should, in the Senate.

This is not the House of Representa-
tives. We are not working under closed
rules and all of the constraints under
which the House has continued to per-
form its duties. That is the beauty of
this body. And we are going to see that
respect for the rules of the institution
is upheld.

It is certainly the majority leader’s
right in that regard. I wasn’t suggest-
ing, in an earlier point I made about
the number of days we spent on
cloning, that we should not spend
them. I of days we spent on cloning,
that we should not spend them. I just
felt that it might be a little more pro-
ductive to spend them in committee,
where this belonged, rather than to
rush to the floor with a solution before

we had an opportunity to think
through what the solution might be. So
I thought it really was wasted time. I
may be the only one in that regard.
But eventually we will come back with
something that makes sense. This
didn’t make sense. And I am hopeful
that ultimately we will come to a solu-
tion.

But we did spend 4 days. That was
the point. We spent 4 days on some-
thing thrown together to respond, in
my view, very haphazardly to a very
serious problem. If we can spend 4 days
on that, it would seem to me we can
spend a good while talking very con-
structively about one of the most im-
portant issues facing this country and
our agenda in the Senate.

So I have no objection. I appreciate
very much the opportunity to express
myself.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the pending request?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. The majority leader.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, just two

final observations with regard to Sen-
ator DASCHLE’s comments. I feel very
strongly about this Coverdell A+ bill. I
think it is going to be helpful for chil-
dren in America. My mother was a
schoolteacher. I went to public schools
all my life. I worked in placement and
financial aid. I think it is high time we
give parents and grandparents and peo-
ple who care about kids in elementary
and secondary education an oppor-
tunity to save for those kids and help
them get an education. That is one of
the reasons why I think education is
not as good as it ought to be in elemen-
tary and secondary.

So I am determined we are going to
get this bill up. We are going to con-
sider it without a lot of extraneous
matters. And I do want to observe that,
as majority leader, I do still think the
majority sets the agenda. I get to call
up the bills, not somebody else. It has
been developed over a period of many
years that majority leaders call bills
up, and I am not going to be dictated
to by others who have a different agen-
da.

You can say you are going to do this
and you are going to do that. If you
want to have a fight over it, we will
meet and fight on this one, because I
am standing with children in elemen-
tary and secondary education in Amer-
ica. And I might also just say now I am
willing to do what is right for our
country. I have stood at this point and
taken some tough stands when I
thought it was important that it be bi-
partisan, nonpartisan, for our country.
And I won’t even repeat them, because
I received a lot of flak. But right now
I have Senators saying, don’t go to
NATO enlargement, delay it, delay it
until after the Easter recess, delay it
until June; do it never.

I do not think that is right. I am
willing to cooperate and work on some
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of these issues that must be bipartisan.
But in return, from this administration
and from my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, I am going to look for a
little help and a little cooperation on
issues that I think are important also.

So I hope that we can find a way to
do that, and I believe we will. But it
does take cooperation as we get
through these difficult shoals on edu-
cation, on NATO enlargement, on the
budget for the year, on the emergency
funding, the supplemental appropria-
tions bill for Bosnia, the Persian Gulf,
for disasters, and maybe even for IMF.
Some of these issues I don’t even agree
with, but I feel an obligation to call
them up.

So since there has been an objection,
I now move that the Senate——

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to executive
session to consider the NATO treaty.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do I hear
an objection?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I be-
lieve——

Mr. WELLSTONE. I object.
Mr. LOTT. We made a motion to pro-

ceed to executive session to consider
the NATO treaty. I believe the ques-
tion will be on the motion, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been suggested
at this time. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we
will not object to the rollcall vote as
proposed in the motion offered by the
majority leader. Let me just say, after
consultation with a number of my col-
leagues, I think it is clear that many of
us yesterday voted on the motion to
proceed with an expectation we would
be able to go to the bill. I voted that
way and encouraged my Democratic
colleagues to vote that way, even
though, as the leader indicated, be-
cause of unrelated questions, not relat-
ed to education, more related to judi-
cial nominations, some of our col-
leagues understandably voted in frus-
tration about their inability to move
through the judicial process and the
confirmation of judges as was ex-
pressed by my colleagues yesterday.

Our desire, our hope, is that we can
move ahead with this bill. Our hope is
that we can offer amendments. As I
have noted, we would be willing to take
time agreements on most, if not all, of
them. I would be willing to work into
an agreement with the leader on that
matter on these amendments. Unfortu-
nately, we will not have that oppor-
tunity if we go to the NATO resolution.

So while we will certainly comply
with the vote and have the vote at this
moment, it is not my desire to support
it and I would hope my Democratic col-
leagues would not either.

I yield the floor, and I thank the ma-
jority leader for his consideration.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on agreeing to the mo-
tion put forth by the majority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are requested.

Is there a sufficient second? There
appears to be a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to proceed. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 36 Leg.]
YEAS—55

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain

McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NAYS—44

Akaka
Baucus
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy

Levin
Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Inouye Inouye

The motion was agreed to.
f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

COATS). The clerk will now report the
treaty.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Treaty document 105–36. Protocols to the
North Atlantic Treaty of 1949 on Accession
of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the treaty.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all, I ask for order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I have 10
minutes to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator from Minnesota
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair
for his courtesy.

f

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
want to briefly speak about this vote.

What has just happened on the
floor—and I do take exception to this,
especially with the majority leader—is
we had the Coverdell bill—I said to
Senator COVERDELL yesterday that I do
not necessarily agree with the bill, but
I said to him, ‘‘PAUL, I look forward to
the debate. I am really ready for this
debate. I have a lot of amendments;
other Senators have prepared amend-
ments. I think this is probably the
most important thing we can do in the
U.S. Senate is to have a really sub-
stantive debate about education.’’

What has now happened is the major-
ity leader filed cloture and said we are
not going to have an opportunity over
the next 2 days to offer any amend-
ments. The proposal, as I understand
it, was that if we would accept some
kind of an arrangement where we could
offer germane amendments, that would
be acceptable, but not necessarily rel-
evant amendments. It is just an out-
rageous proposition, because the test of
germaneness is, if you offer an amend-
ment on the education bill that ex-
pands education, expands educational
opportunities for children, it is rel-
evant.

The Presiding Officer has had some
very interesting hearings—I have been
at those—dealing with early childhood
development. If we want to come out
with amendments and make the con-
nection between early childhood devel-
opment and education for children,
that would not be viewed as germane.

I have said to people in Minnesota,
based on meetings with community
college students and people in my
State, ‘‘Yes, I will come out here and
try to make sure this Hope tax credit
will be refundable,’’ because right now
if you come from a family with an in-
come under $27,000 or $28,000 a year, it
doesn’t help you at all. The very stu-
dents who need the help in being able
to afford higher education—the Cover-
dell bill was about how to afford either
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K through 12 or higher education.
Many students in Minnesota from
working families cannot afford it. That
would not meet the germaneness test.

I have an amendment that deals with
this awful problem—I think I can get
good support—that too many welfare
mothers are not able to complete their
2 years of college. They are told they
have to leave school. They are on the
path to self-sufficiency. It is a big mis-
take. It deals with the parent and
child. Children do well in school when
their parents are able to do well.

My point is that what has happened,
I think, on the floor really is a bit out-
rageous. We wanted to have a debate
on education. I am ready to debate edu-
cation with my colleagues, Democrats
and Republicans alike. I had amend-
ments; other Senators had amend-
ments. We were ready to bring those
amendments out here. From my point
of view, I would have agreed to time
limits on these amendments. Instead,
what has happened is the majority
leader has come out, filed cloture, basi-
cally is saying he is not going to let us
offer any amendments that are rel-
evant and important to children’s lives
in America.

Instead, he now moves to NATO. This
vote on NATO—I asked for the yeas
and nays, the minority leader asked for
the yeas and nays—is not about what
our position is on NATO. It is about
saying we thought we were going to
have a debate on education. We
thought we were going to have an op-
portunity as Senators to speak to per-
haps the most important issue or set of
issues in our States, which has to do
with expanding educational opportuni-
ties for children and for young people
in America. That is what we thought
this was about.

Now what we have seen happen on
the floor of the Senate is the majority
leader basically comes out, files for
cloture and says, ‘‘I will only entertain
the amendments that are germane.’’
Do you know what? No one Senator,
not even the majority leader, gets to
decide before we have the debate what
amendments are relevant and impor-
tant when it comes to expanding edu-
cational opportunities for children. I
would love to debate the majority lead-
er, I would love to debate members of
the Republican Party and Democratic
Party on this. It looks right now like
we won’t have that debate.

On the Democratic side—I am not the
minority leader; he can speak better
for Democrats—I think we are going to
have unanimity on this and we are
going to keep coming back and we are,
I say to my colleague from North Da-
kota, going to insist on a debate. In
order to be responsible Senators, in
order for the U.S. Senate to be respon-
sible, we should have a substantive,
thoughtful, important debate about
what we need to do to expand edu-
cational opportunities for all of our
children. That is what this should be
about.

Now we move away from the bill. The
idea is, the majority leader says, we

will only take the amendments that
are germane. That is it. That is not ac-
ceptable. That is not acceptable. We
will come back over and over and over
again and we will have a debate on the
Coverdell bill. We should have that de-
bate. I said that to Senator COVERDELL
yesterday. And it should be a good de-
bate.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me

say that I agree with much of the com-
ments just offered by the Senator from
Minnesota. While I am not a supporter
of the Coverdell bill, I think it is an in-
teresting proposal to bring to the floor
of the Senate only because we will be
debating the subject that ought to be
one of the priorities of this country,
and that is the subject of education.
While I was not prepared to support the
underlying bill, there are a number of
amendments I was prepared to support
that I think address the central ques-
tions that confront us in the area of
education.

I noticed that the New York Times
this morning describes where we are in
the Senate and why we are where we
are. I guess that now should be amend-
ed by the last hour or so of action on
the floor of the Senate. But here is the
Times description yesterday:

A dispute over Federal judgeships and the
threat of a Democratic filibuster had halted
floor action on a Republican-sponsored edu-
cation bill, leaving Mr. LOTT casting about
for something to fill the time until the tan-
gle could be sorted out. The NATO resolution
was available.

That was as of this morning. Since
that time, of course, the education bill
has been brought to the floor of the
Senate, and, as I understand, with no
debate, two cloture motions were filed,
which is rather unusual before debate
even begins. The proposition of cloture
is that we are deciding to cut off de-
bate? And as a result, because our side
did not agree to limit amendments, the
bill is pulled, and now we go to NATO
expansion?

Let me just offer a couple of com-
ments about our priorities. Those who
are in charge have the opportunity to
decide what is on the floor of the Sen-
ate. The power of scheduling goes to
those who control the Senate. I under-
stand that, and I do not quarrel with
that. I do think, however, that edu-
cation was the right subject, and I re-
gret very much that we are not now on
the Coverdell bill, which is the bill we
expected to be debated this afternoon
and the bill that many of us wanted to
offer amendments to in order to have a
debate about the central elements of
education policy that we want to ad-
dress.

Almost everyone in this country is
concerned about some central issues in
their lives. When they sit around the
dinner table, they talk about things
like: Do we have an opportunity for a
decent job with good benefits? Does our

job pay well? Do we have job security?
Do our kids have the opportunity to go
to good schools? Do our grandparents
have the opportunity to get decent
health care? Are our children able to
access decent health care? Are our
neighborhoods safe? Those are the
range of questions that affect people’s
everyday lives. At least the center part
of those concerns, among which is edu-
cation, is what we ought to, in my
judgment, be debating on the floor of
the Senate. And I had expected that
would be the case this afternoon.

One of the amendments that we in-
tended to offer, that apparently some
do not want us to offer, is an amend-
ment addressing the issue of the mod-
ernizing of the infrastructure in our
schools and whether we can try
through Federal policy to provide some
help and some incentive for local gov-
ernments to deal with the infrastruc-
ture problems in their schools.

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. COVERDELL. I say to the Sen-
ator, just for clarification—I know you
are concerned; I understand it—but I
do want to make it clear that at this
point the difference relates to an order
and an orderly procedure.

The majority leader has offered to
the minority leader the suggestion
that the other side offer its package to
stand against the one that has come
through the Finance Committee. There
are already another four proposals in
the Finance Committee offered, three
of which are from colleagues on your
side of the aisle: Senator MOYNIHAN of
New York, Senator BREAUX of Louisi-
ana, and Senator GRAHAM of Florida.

So there were still other issues on
the other side. So the suggestion was,
well, you put your package together,
which could include the proposal you
just mentioned, or any others, and we
will let the two stand against each
other. That was not accepted.

The second suggestion was that we
arrive at a certain number of amend-
ments on each side and that they be
germane. As I understand it, that has
not been accepted so far. But the pro-
posal you just mentioned, there was
not an attempt to keep that from being
in debate. There is an attempt to keep
the debate on education matters and
not others. It is a tax bill; everybody
understands that. It invites a lot of at-
tention. But there is an attempt to
keep it on the focus of education. I just
wanted to make that comment.

Several Senators have mentioned the
proposal from the Senator from Illi-
nois. I don’t think there has been an
attempt to block that from being in
the debate. It did not succeed in the Fi-
nance Committee; another school con-
struction program from your side, Sen-
ator GRAHAM’s, has.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DORGAN. I was happy to yield

because the Senator from Georgia is a
thoughtful Member of this body and of-
fers an interesting proposal. It is one
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that I do not support, but certainly I
respect his views on this issue. I had
hoped we would be discussing the cen-
tral portion of the Coverdell bill and
amendments to it.

But I say to the Senator from Geor-
gia that the majority leader has run
for the Senate in only one State, and
other Members of the Senate who are
elected to this body from their States
have a right to offer amendments on
legislation brought to the floor of the
Senate.

My understanding is that the reason
we are now on NATO expansion is be-
cause, when the Coverdell bill was
brought to the floor of the Senate, the
majority leader wanted people on this
side of the aisle to agree not to offer a
certain number of amendments, to
package them only the way the major-
ity leader wants them packaged, and to
offer them for a vote, up or down. If
that is the way he wants to run the
Senate, I say fine, but we have the
right to offer amendments and intend
to offer amendments, not just on the
issue of school modernization, or the
size of classrooms or the addition of
100,000 new teachers to limit class size,
but also on a range of other issues that
we think are important in the area of
education.

It is a fact that today we were told
that, unless we agree to dramatically
reduce our proposals on education, we
were not going to be debating edu-
cation on the floor of the Senate. The
clear message is: we either do it the
way the majority leader wants to do
this bill or we do not do it at all.

Well, that is not the way the Senate
works. Fortunately, the Senate rules
allow us, when someone brings a bill to
the floor of the Senate to say, you have
an idea, and we have some ideas as
well. And here are our ideas. Let us
vote on them. There might be two,
four, six or eight ideas, but we want to
have the opportunity for Members of
the Senate to offer them, to debate
them, and to have a vote on them.
That is the way the Senate works.

It is interesting to me that, for sev-
eral months now, every piece of legisla-
tion that has come to the Senate floor
that would be amendable somehow
comes has been manacled in some way
so that no one else can offer amend-
ments because we are afraid of having
a debate on other amendments. In this
case it was not so much a case of tying
it up as it was deciding, if these people
are going to offer amendments, then we
are going to pull the bill off the floor.
My point is very simple: I think edu-
cation is the subject we ought to dis-
cuss. I believe the Senator from Geor-
gia feels the same. I do not believe
that, with scarce federal resources, we
ought to embrace the recommenda-
tions of the Senator from Georgia. I be-
lieve that with scarce resources, you
start at the critical level of need and
work up.

Let me describe just for a moment
that critical level of need. This after-
noon, as I speak, down at the elemen-

tary school in Cannon Ball, ND, there
are Indian children being educated in
old, dilapidated classrooms. One of
these rooms is a choir room next to an
area where the smell and the gases
from the backlogged sewer system are
so strong that the kids need to be re-
moved from class. You would keep your
children in that room for 1 hour before
pulling them out. Children go to that
school.

Or if not the Cannon Ball school, how
about the Ojibwa school on the Turtle
Mountain Indian Reservation, where
kids go to school in trailers and have
to walk outside in the bitter cold to
get to class. All those kids have names.
All those kids have hopes. They want a
future. They want to get educated.
They have dreams. But they do not
have the opportunity to go to the kind
of schools that we went to. This coun-
try has an obligation to decide those
kids matter. So, in terms of my notion
about education, let us start at the
critical end of the scale of need and say
to those kids, your lives matter. We
are going to do something to try to
help you.

So when we debate education, I de-
mand an opportunity—and, in fact, the
rules of this Senate guarantee me the
opportunity—to offer an amendment
when a bill is brought up. And I can
offer an amendment that says to that
child, sitting in a classroom with sewer
gases seeping in, that we can do some-
thing for you.

This is not a problem that requires
rocket science to solve. This is a prob-
lem we can solve if we just have the
will.

We can talk about more Indian
schools. On, the Standing Rock Res-
ervation, where the Cannon Ball school
is located, 48 teenage kids over the last
9 months have attempted suicides—47
kids. Six of them have been successful.
I was on the phone yesterday with the
Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta
trying to get suicide prevention teams
sent to the Reservation.

Yesterday, when we wrote the supple-
mental appropriations bill, I also in-
cluded some resources there to help ad-
dress this tragic problem. We need to
get to that reservation, to those chil-
dren and say to them: your life matters
to us, you make a difference, and sui-
cide is the wrong answer. Suicide is
never the right answer.

My point is that we have such des-
perate needs that exist in this country.
I just mention that one because I have
been working on it in recent days. We
have such critical problems affecting
these young lives, especially with re-
spect to education, because school is
where these young kids spend most of
their days.

And on the Standing Rock Reserva-
tion, guess what? We have PCB, a
known carcinogen, leaking out of light
fixtures. They have had to evacuate
kids from their school for over a month
now and move them around to half a
dozen other locations. Six classes are
meeting in the gymnasium.

So, yes, let us talk about education
right now, right here in the Senate.
Let us bring the bill of the Senator
from Georgia to the floor right now
and let us not be afraid of any amend-
ment. Maybe the idea of the Senator
from Georgia is the best idea, and per-
haps at the end of the day he has suffi-
cient votes to advance it. That is the
way the system works. I take my hat
off to him if he does.

But maybe there are others of us who
have some very good ideas as well that
address the bull’s-eye, the central edu-
cation needs, of this country, that ad-
dress the needs of schools and kids that
are not functioning very well, and that
says to those who are hopeless and
helpless, there is hope and help. Those
of us in the Senate who worry about
the education system and have some
ideas to help want to be able to ad-
vance those ideas. That is all we are
asking.

It is just not acceptable to me to not
be able to offer education amendments
to a bill we have on education. And, in-
cidentally, the Senator from Georgia
did say, and he is correct, that this is
more than an education bill. It is also
a revenue bill.

I am not going to offer revenue
amendments to the Senator’s bill, but I
am tempted. As he indicated in his
statement, this is very tempting be-
cause you get so few revenue bills
through here that when a revenue bill
comes up, you ought to offer a revenue
amendment in order to get it done.

I will give you an example. Nearly 70
percent of all the foreign corporations
doing business in America pay zero in
Federal income taxes—not 1 percent,
not 5 percent, but zero in Federal in-
come taxes. And the names of these
corporations are ones you will recog-
nize.

Look at the brand names on your ap-
pliances at home and ask yourself,
might these be the names of companies
from abroad that are doing business in
the United States? And what do they
pay in Federal taxes? Do they pay what
our businesses pay? Do they pay what
our constituents pay? No; I am sorry.
Most of them pay zero. We should fix
that. I have been trying to. I would
love to offer that amendment again.
We had a vote on it once in the Senate,
and I lost. I would love to offer that
amendment again because there is no
excuse in this country to have a Tax
Code that says, if you want to do $5 bil-
lion worth of business in the United
States from abroad, then you can go do
that. You can earn lots of money, and
by the way, you can pay zero in Fed-
eral income taxes. Nobody in this coun-
try gets to do that.

So, I am sorely tempted to say, yes,
this is a revenue bill. I would love to
offer an amendment. What we are ask-
ing for is the ability to offer amend-
ments directly related to the subject
—there are a couple of others, but not
many—directly related to education.
There is no reason—none—why anyone
in the majority or minority can come
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to the floor of the Senate and say, ‘‘By
the way, we are going to change the
way the Senate works. We will allow
our proposal to get a vote, and you
package up all of the ideas you have
into one amendment with one vote, and
that is the way we will dispatch your
interest.’’ This is not something we
will accept. It is not something we
should accept. It is not something you
would accept in a million years if you
were standing here.

So, we now are debating NATO. I sup-
pose at some point, after lengthy and
wonderful statements by the majority
and minority leaders on this issue, I
will come to the Senate floor also and
speak about NATO. All of us have
views about NATO expansion. But I re-
gret we are here, because we should be
on the Coverdell bill, and we should be
debating amendments that focus on the
education agenda in this country.

Our amendments are very simple. We
believe we can improve education by
investing in 100,000 new teachers and
reducing class size. We believe we can
invest in school infrastructure by help-
ing State and local governments on the
interest costs of modernizing our
schools. Too many schools in this
country are 50, 70, and 80 years old and
crumbling and in need of repair.

We believe we can address those
issues and a half a dozen other issues
that represent the right initiatives for
this country. But we can’t do that if we
are told, ‘‘You add up those amend-
ments, stick them in one package, and
we will give you one vote on the pack-
age. If you can’t carry the entire pack-
age, you lose everything, and that is
the way we will run the Senate.’’ That
is not the way we will allow the Senate
to be run on measures brought to the
floor that can be amendable. We will
continue to insist on the right to offer
amendments, and I will be here again
and again to do that.

Let me say again to the Senator from
Nebraska, who I believe will manage
this bill, I regret I have taken the time
to speak on this issue on your time,
but I think it is necessary to describe
where we are and how we got here. I
also apologize to the Senator from
Delaware for the same purpose.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield to

the Senator.
Mr. BIDEN. The Senator does not

owe the Senator from Delaware any
apology at all. I think the case he
makes is the correct case.

I am particularly concerned that the
most important foreign policy debate
we have had maybe in the 25 years that
I have been here is being used as a
filler. That bothers me. It bothers me
in the sense it lends an air of credibil-
ity to the unfair criticism that we have
not adequately and fully and seriously
taken into consideration the pros and
cons relating to expansion. It just rein-
forces, in my view, that false argu-
ment.

I happen to support the position of
Senator COVERDELL on the procedural

aspects of the issue. There is no ques-
tion the Senator from North Dakota,
in my view, is correct.

I have been here 25 years. We have
just begun, in the last couple of years,
deciding new and innovative ways to
avoid the opportunity for people to be
able to get a vote on issues on this
floor. For the first 23 years I was here,
I don’t ever recall us being in a cir-
cumstance where the minority was pre-
sented with the proposition that you
put up your package, we will put up
our package, we each get one vote, and
that is it. That is not the way the rules
were intended to work, in my view. I
am not suggesting that the majority
leader is violating the letter of the
Senate rules, but I think the spirit is
being violated.

I have a secondary problem that is
almost as bothersome to me. I have,
along with the Republican manager of
this bill and the chairman of the full
committee, Senator HELMS, and others,
devoted hundreds and hundreds of
hours to this issue of NATO expansion,
taken the issue very seriously, and now
it is kind of like, well, yesterday we
had extra hours so, boom, let’s go
ahead and throw in NATO. By the way,
we don’t know what else to do. Today
we hit a logjam, the Democrats
wouldn’t swallow the, in my view,
heavy-handed tactics employed here on
the education bill; so, what do we get?
There must be something out there—
grab NATO.

So it will reinforce the notion that
somehow we are not taking this incred-
ibly important foreign policy consider-
ation seriously. This should be set
aside to have one solid, continuous de-
bate, whether it takes 2 hours or 2
weeks—and it is closer to 2 weeks, and
appropriate, than 2 hours—in order for
the public to be educated about what
we are doing. I believe no foreign pol-
icy can be sustained or should be sus-
tained without the informed consent of
the American people. This a gigantic
issue which, understandably, and his-
torically, they are not interested in, in
the day-to-day sense, in that they are
more concerned about the classroom
the Senator described in his own State
or whether or not their company is
downsizing and they will lose their job
or whether or not they will be able to
get their child to college.

I am not critical of the American
people. The only time we have an op-
portunity to get their attention—and
when we do, they pay attention, they
understand, they fully grasp what we
are about—is if we say, ‘‘And now we
are about to debate a major foreign
policy issue. Basically, tune in, and we
will have a coherent debate.’’ This
place is capable of coherent and intel-
ligent debate. This, in a sense, demeans
the process and demeans the issue.

The Senator owes me no apology.
Now that we are on NATO, I hope we
don’t get off NATO; I hope we continue.
Let’s pick a course here. If we are
going to debate this issue, debate it
fully and resolve it and put everything

else aside until we do it. I really hope
the majority leader will refrain from
using NATO as sort of a filler here, be-
cause it is so much more important,
and we all know that the way in which
the process treats an issue reflects, at
least in the mind of the press and the
public at large, what value we place on
the issue, how important we think it
is.

I don’t mean to be personally critical
of the leader. I think he grabbed what-
ever was available procedurally to be
able to be brought up and this was
here. I am really sorry that we have
gotten to this point.

Again, let me conclude my comments
relative to this by saying to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, he owes me
no apology. He is protecting not only
his rights but he is protecting the
rights of the Senator from Delaware,
majority and minority Members. I have
been here long enough to realize that
there is no such thing as a permanent
majority. I have been in the majority,
I was then in the minority, I was back
in the majority, and I am now in the
minority, and I look forward to being
in the majority again. This kind of
precedence sets a tone that puts the
majority—whichever party that may
be—into the position of ratcheting up
the way in which they attempt to have
their way on the floor. I think it is not
prudent.

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from
Delaware is correct. I did not address
the question of NATO expansion and
the way this bill got to the Senate. I
didn’t read the rest of the New York
Times article that I found so interest-
ing: ‘‘It is always difficult to predict
the schedule in the Senate which can
turn on the dime or on the whim of the
majority leader and it is not uncom-
mon for the opening debate on major
bills to be slow. But even longtime
Senators express bewilderment how the
NATO resolution appeared to have
shoehorned into the Senate schedule,’’
and, in fact, shoehorned in yesterday
and again today.

I agree with the Senator from Dela-
ware. NATO expansion, however one
might feel about the issue, is a legisla-
tive main course. It is a significant for-
eign policy issue that one would hope—
having read the history of the Senate
written by Senator BYRD—that the
chapter of Senate history on our de-
bate today on NATO expansion would
be described as a thoughtful debate. I
hope that our debate will be viewed as
one in which most of the Senators were
here and listened to wonderful presen-
tations about the impact of NATO ex-
pansion, the pros and the cons, the im-
pact on this country’s foreign policy
and its relationships with Europe and
Russia, and on a whole range of other
issues that are very, very important. In
many instances, the effect of these
kinds of policies won’t be understood
or fully known for a decade or perhaps
for a quarter of a century or more.

When the Senator from Delaware—
and I know the Senator from Nebraska
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also feels this way—describes the im-
portance of this NATO expansion de-
bate, it is hard to describe its impor-
tance in terms that are too strong. It is
enormously important. I hope it will
not be just legislative filler here. There
must be a significant debate. I will
come at some point and engage in that
discussion and share some of my feel-
ings about it.

The point I was making earlier is
that I hoped very much that, as we
were told last week, we were going to
be on the subject of education. I know
the Senator from Delaware and I dis-
agree on the underlying bill of the Sen-
ator from Georgia, but I expect we will
not disagree on a range of other
amendments that will be offered. These
amendments represent the only oppor-
tunity for those of us who have ideas
about how to address some of the cen-
tral problems in education to bring
those to the floor.

If you are not in a position where you
are the one who determines how this
Senate schedules its business, the only
opportunity you have if you have an
idea—and everyone here has ideas, and
some of them are wonderful and some
not so wonderful —depends upon a set
of Senate rules that say the last Sen-
ator has the opportunity to seek the
floor and offer an amendment. Every
other Senator can vote against it if
they think it is not a very good amend-
ment, but you have the right to take
these ideas and turn them into propos-
als and ask your colleagues to weigh in
on them after a debate.

That is why I worry a little bit. We
have gotten to the point where, over
several months, anything that is
amendable somehow becomes a nui-
sance. Gee, if somebody is going to be
down here and actually wants to offer
ideas, what kind of nut is that? What a
nuisance that is for the legislative
process. I say, that is not a nuisance,
that is the way the system works. Is it
efficient? No, not very efficient. Is it
effective? Name one other chamber or
one other country that equals this.
There aren’t any and never have been.

My complaint today was that we are
not on the subject that we expected to
be on, that I want us to be on, that rep-
resents the central issues concerning
our country. Is NATO important? Sure.
I hope it is scheduled at some point
when there is a significant block of
time, with the best thinkers in this
Chamber standing up and telling us
what they know and what they have
seen and what they understand about
the foreign policy relationships and the
impact of those relationships. That is
what I hope we will do.

I don’t run this place and probably
never will. But I hope that the rela-
tionship that we have—and I think a
lot of the majority leader; I think he is
an awfully good majority leader, al-
though I hope some day soon he will be
the minority leader—will allow every-
one to understand that we all have
rights. We all have our issues that
compel us to run for public office, and

one of those for a lot of us on this side
of the aisle is education. I regret very
much that the bill of the Senator from
Georgia was pulled, and we hope it is
back soon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.
f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC

The Senate resumed consideration of
the treaty.

Mr. BIDEN. I see my colleague from
Nebraska is here. We worked closely
together on the Foreign Relations
Committee.

I say to the Senator, I have an open-
ing statement in the hope and expecta-
tion that we really will debate NATO
now for some time. To make it clear to
my colleagues who are listening, I have
no strong preference whether we have
education on the floor or NATO expan-
sion on the floor; I just hope whatever
we have, we stick with it, so there is
coherence to the debate. That is my
overall point.

I ask my friend from Nebraska, as
the manager for the Democrats on the
NATO expansion issue, I have what we
might call the obligatory very long and
detailed statement. My statement is
probably the better part of a half hour
to 45 minutes. I don’t want to begin if
my friend would rather speak now. I
want to accommodate the Senator.
When I begin, I would like to be able to
begin and, in an attempt to be coher-
ent, lay out in detail my position on
NATO expansion.

Mr. HAGEL. I have never known my
friend and colleague not to be coherent
on any issue, but if that is his wish to
proceed, please do. I do not have an
opening statement, so I think that
would fit into the schedule.

Mr. BIDEN. I will proceed.
I thank my colleague and I thank the

Presiding Officer.
Mr. President, I rise in support of the

Resolution of Ratification of the Pro-
tocol for the Accession of Poland, Hun-
gary, and the Czech Republic to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
NATO, which we oftentimes refer to as
the Washington Treaty.

On March 3, the Foreign Relations
Committee, in a show of overwhelming
bipartisan support, agreed to the reso-
lution expanding NATO by a vote of 16–
2. The decision of whether or not to en-
large NATO for a fourth time in its his-
tory is a momentous one. Unlike the
admission of Greece and Turkey in
1952, West Germany in 1955, and Spain
in 1982, NATO now, for the first time, is
proposing to welcome former members
of the now-defunct Soviet-led Warsaw
Pact Organization.

Mr. President, the rationale for fa-
vorable action on the resolution of
ratification, in my view, is very clear.

For political, economic, strategic, and
cultural reasons, Europe remains an
area of vital interest to the United
States of America. We are a European
power, and for our own safety’s sake, in
my view, we must remain a European
power. Stability on that continent is
fundamental to the well-being of our
country and to our ability to move our
assets and attention quickly to other
parts of the world when necessary.

The primary purpose and benefit of
NATO, since its inception in 1949, has
been ensuring stability in democratic
Europe by guaranteeing the territorial
integrity of alliance members. I argue,
Mr. President, that this focus contin-
ues. History shows us that when there
is a vacuum in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, countries are forced to pursue
their own individual security arrange-
ments. We saw that before and after
World War I. Enlargement, Mr. Presi-
dent—and this is a central reason why
I believe it is in our interest to enlarge
NATO, to embrace the three countries
in question—will preclude a repeat of
the developments in post-World War I.
Enlargement will extend the zone of
stability and help eliminate the gray
area in Central and Eastern Europe. In
fact, the prospect of enlargement has
already had a positive impact on sta-
bility by stimulating internal reforms
in Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Re-
public and encouraging them to resolve
historic disputes with their neighbors.

Mr. President, prior to Poland being
offered the opportunity to join NATO,
there was a question of whether or not
the military controlled the military or
civilians controlled the military in Po-
land. They made a very difficult politi-
cal decision of doing what was stipu-
lated in the Perry requirements—that
is, the requirements set forth by
former Secretary of Defense Perry—for
expansion of NATO, and what all other
NATO nations have done, which is to
guarantee that there is civilian control
of the military. I respectfully suggest
that that action would not have been
taken but for moving into NATO.

The three applicants for NATO mem-
bership before us have resolved long
and historic border disputes such as
those between Poland and Germany,
and Hungary and Romania. Romania,
also hoping to become a member of the
NATO, has for the first time in modern
history reached an agreement for the
equitable treatment of its Hungarian
minority. I could cite you example
upon example in Central and Eastern
Europe where actions have been taken
as a consequence of even the prospect
of NATO membership. This prospect, of
being anchored to the West, has caused
many countries in that region to ac-
cord their behavior with international
norms that we believe are minimum re-
quirements for countries with whom
we wish to be allied. So the process of
NATO enlargement has already had, in
my view, a very stabilizing impact on
Europe.

Numerous witnesses before our com-
mittee, the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, have made a compelling case for
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NATO enlargement. They have not
only made it to our committee, Mr.
President, but to the committees on
which you serve; they have made com-
pelling cases of the strategic value of
embracing the Poles, Czechs, and Hun-
garians as our allies in NATO in the In-
telligence Committee and the Armed
Services Committee, as well. They
talked about the qualifications for
NATO membership and the fact that
they will be net contributors to the al-
liance that we call NATO.

My colleagues who vote for this reso-
lution should, however, be clear about
the costs. I realize that some outside
groups who support NATO expansion,
because they know I am such a cham-
pion of expansion and that I speak
around the country about it, will say
don’t talk so much about the cost, be-
cause obviously the cost could be an
Achilles’ heel for enlargement. But I
believe, Mr. President, as I said earlier,
no foreign policy can be sustained, no
matter how well conceived, without
the informed consent of the American
people. I think that one thing that
your generation and mine learned
about Vietnam, whatever other lesson
we take away from Vietnam, is that
without the informed consent of the
American people, no policy can last.

Part of the informed consent is to be
honest and straightforward with the
American people about the obligations
we will be undertaking financially, po-
litically, and militarily if we expand
NATO. For what I do not want to see
happen—it would be tragic—is to en-
large NATO, and 2 years later when the
bill comes due, for colleagues who
voted for expansion to say, ‘‘Wait, I
didn’t know it was going to cost me
more money; I am not going to vote for
more money.’’ Such a turn of events
would exacerbate the always-present
burdensharing debate within NATO,
and could harm alliance cohesion. So I
think it is important, Mr. President,
that we be frank with ourselves about
the costs. I look forward to debating
my colleagues on what I think are very
manageable costs, with benefits that
far exceed any cost that expansion will
entail.

My colleagues who vote for the reso-
lution should know what these costs
are. They are real, but they are man-
ageable. The most recent NATO esti-
mates, which I will be talking about in
great detail as this debate unfolds, cal-
culate that direct costs to the United
States will be roughly $40 million a
year over the next 10 years. That is $400
million over the next 10 years. That is
what it will cost, our direct costs, to
bring these three applicants into the
alliance. This reflects a realistic as-
sessment of the state of the military
infrastructure in Poland, the Czech Re-
public, and Hungary and the threats
that presently face NATO, which in a
military sense are virtually nonexist-
ent. It also reflects an equitable shar-
ing of the burden among the existing 16
NATO members.

In fact, a condition which the For-
eign Relations Committee set forth in

the resolution of ratification states, in
effect, if there is not an equitable
burdensharing arrangement, don’t
count us in. For example, I served with
one of this nation’s great Senators,
Russell Long from Louisiana, who was
chairman of the Finance Committee. I
remember going up to him one day on
the floor—I don’t think he would mind
my saying this—I walked up to him
and said, ‘‘Mr. Chairman, I would like
your help’’ on such and such a piece of
legislation. It was in the Finance Com-
mittee. He looked at me—and those of
you who served with him know he used
to put his arm around your neck—and
he said, ‘‘JOE, as my uncle used to say,
I ain’t for any deal I ain’t in on.’’

The truth of the matter is, if we want
the American people in on this deal, we
have to let them know what the costs
are, what it’s going to be. We also have
to, frankly, let our allies know what
we expect of them and what portion of
the cost we are contemplating they
will carry. So that’s why the resolution
that the Senator from Nebraska and I
helped report out of our committee
specifies that the burdensharing must
be equitable. And we go on in legisla-
tive language in the committee report
to explain what we mean by that. But,
again, I will come back to that point
and many others that I will raise today
as we continue this debate.

Many have raised the possibility that
enlargement of NATO may damage our
relations with Russia. Mr. President, I
believe very strongly, as one Senator
who has spent a lot of time dealing
with these foreign policy issues—which
doesn’t qualify me for anything other
than knowing the arguments—that the
single most important bilateral rela-
tionship our country has to deal with
and nurture over the next decade is
that with Russia. If Russia moves into
the mode of being a democratic repub-
lic with a market economy, that bodes
very well for us and our ability to deal
with Russia and the rest of the world.
If Russia turns into an absolute fail-
ure—something approaching the after-
math of the Weimar Republic—where
totalitarian government re-emerges
and militarism takes hold—that is very
bad for us, and it is very bad for the
world. So I take very seriously those
Senators—and I count myself as one of
them—who look at this enlargement of
NATO, not solely, but in part, through
the prism of how will this affect the
single most important relationship we
have, in my view, with another coun-
try.

I come to a very different conclusion
from some of the critics. I believe that
the guaranteed stability in Central Eu-
rope that will be brought about as a
consequence of expansion will enhance
Russian security rather than diminish
Russian security. I spent a great deal
of time speaking with our Russian
counterparts in the Duma, as well as
with every leader of the four or five
major factions in Russia—from true
Democrats to old apparatchiks—and
not a single solitary person I spoke

with in Moscow believed that Russian
security was diminished by the expan-
sion of NATO. Not a single one viewed
it as a threat. None of them liked it.
Views ranged from seeing it as a slap in
the face to a reflection of the attitude
of the West that we never wanted Rus-
sia to be part of the West. Neither is
true. Both are understandable. This is
a nation that, as my mother would say,
has fallen from grace, fallen very far—
a superpower that is on the balls of
their heels right now and feeling very,
very put upon—a proud nation that has
lost its empire.

I am not suggesting that we have to
do anything that would allow them to
regain their empire, but I am suggest-
ing that it is not difficult to under-
stand their present thinking. I want to
make it clear that I don’t believe any-
one can give me any proof or evidence
that the enlargement of NATO to in-
clude these three countries in any way
is likely to alter Russian behavior be-
cause Moscow now believes its security
interests are in greater jeopardy than
they were before. I do not believe there
is any credible evidence to sustain that
assertion, an assertion you will hear
made over and over again by opponents
of expansion on the floor of the U.S.
Senate.

As I said, I do not dismiss the con-
cerns that have been raised by my col-
leagues in this regard. But that is the
very reason why I enthusiastically
back the NATO-Russian Founding Act.
The Founding Act, signed by Russia
and NATO’s Secretary General Javier
Solana in the name of NATO, nego-
tiated a consultative relationship with
Russia on what we call ‘‘trans-
parency.’’ In this agreement, NATO ba-
sically says, ‘‘Hey, Russia, look. This is
what we are doing. We don’t intend it
as a threat to you. It is not an offen-
sive threat to you. And, to prove it to
you, we will let you take a look at
what we are doing.’’ That is smart ne-
gotiating. That is smart business. That
makes good sense.

This act, which Russia signed for-
mally with NATO—not just with us,
with NATO—laid out how the alliance
would give the Russians access to in-
formation. So that there was no reason
for them to believe that we were doing
anything as an offensive against them.
To ensure Russian confidence that
threat is not the rationale behind our
action.

I note parenthetically that one of my
colleagues said to me at lunch, ‘‘Joe, I
just spoke with a Russian ambassador,
and he says that we refused to promise
what they wanted us to promise—that
we would never station additional
forces and/or equipment and/or nuclear
weapons on the soil of these three
countries, and therefore we are en-
gaged in a breach of good faith.’’ That
is somewhat disingenuous, if that is
what was said, and if I understood it
correctly. Russia asked us to formally
commit that we would not do that. We
cannot formally commit to that. We
cannot yield our sovereignty decisions
to another nation.
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But what we did say was that this al-

liance—and what all of the Presidents
of each of the three applicant countries
fully understand—has no intention, no
plans, no requirement, and there is no
request from any of the applicant coun-
tries that NATO forces be stationed on
their soil. Further, we said that there
was no need for conventional equip-
ment of an offensive nature to be for-
ward-based on their soil or for nuclear
weapons to be placed on their soil. We
have committed that we will not do
that. We have not, nor should we ever,
commit that in writing to another
power.

Militarily speaking, what this expan-
sion is going to require of us, as well as
the Poles and the 15 other nations,
along with the Czech Republic and
Hungary, is the time and money to up-
grade the applicants’ military infra-
structure. This means bringing up to
NATO standards the runways, the
hangars, the storage depots, the fuel
depots, et cetera, as contingencies
against an offensive action against
these countries in the future by some-
one else. But upgrading infrastructure
against a possible exterior threat is a
distinction with a gigantic difference.

NATO enlargement has been facili-
tated greatly by this Founding Act. In
fact, the text of the resolution of ratifi-
cation puts the Senate on record as
supporting the Founding Act while re-
stating the supremacy of the North At-
lantic Council and advocating a new
and constructive relationship with
Russia.

I know all of my colleagues on the
floor know what the North Atlantic
Council is. But since I am talking
about the informed consent of the
American people—and I hope they are
listening—the North Atlantic Council
is that mechanism whereby the des-
ignated representatives of the leaders
of each of the 16 NATO countries meet
and make policies, where they make
the decisions. And Russia has no voice
within that organization, nor should
they, nor should any non-NATO mem-
ber have a voice within that organiza-
tion. But that is very different from
saying that the North Atlantic Council
should not reassure, if it chooses to do
so, Russia, or any other nation, that we
have no ill intent by what we do, allow-
ing them to see, allowing them lit-
erally to have offices in a similar com-
plex to be able to see what we are
about.

Those of you who are students of his-
tory, as I am—and it is sort of my avo-
cation—would not disagree about the
point made by some historians that
World War I occurred in part as a con-
sequence of a mistake, a mobilization
that was meant to be a response but
was viewed as an offensive. And things
started unraveling. If there had been
‘‘transparency,’’ we may never have
gotten to the point where the war
started the way it did, and when it did,
and where it did.

So NATO enlargement, as I said, Mr.
President, is a historic opportunity for

the United States to set a positive
course upon a situation in Europe, Rus-
sia, and the neighboring countries that
is dynamic and fluid. Voting to enlarge
NATO now, in my view, expands the
zone of stability eastward, embracing
those dynamic forces of positive
change, giving them a chance to take
hold and bear fruit in the future.

I don’t know whether your parents as
you grew up had the same expressions
that mine had. I will bet that if you sit
down and give me 2, 3, or 5 expressions
that your mother or father used more
than 100 times, we could all come up
with something. One of them that was
heard in my family was, ‘‘Sometimes it
is better to have a direction and move
than to have no idea what you want to
do.’’ Part of what we are doing here is
giving direction to a fluid European se-
curity situation where no one can pre-
dict with any degree of certainty what
is going to happen in Russia any more
than they could guarantee the future
of Romania, Poland, or any country in
Central or Eastern Europe. But absent
a structure, absent a framework, plan,
a well thought out architecture, the
likelihood of greater mistakes and
more mistakes being made increases,
in my opinion.

So I go back to the central theme
that my colleagues will hear me speak
to time and again. Expanding the zone
of stability into the gray area of Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe is in the inter-
est of all countries, including Russia.
For the last thing, it seems to me that
you would want, if you were a Russian
leader is instability to your West. In
saying this, I do not presume to tell
another politician what is in his inter-
est, or to tell another country what is
in its interest. But I would respectfully
suggest that if any of us were the lead-
er of Russia, we would much prefer
that there be peace and stability be-
tween Poland and Germany, Poland
and Belarus, and Romania and Hun-
gary, and so on and so on. Instability
works against Russian interests as well
as our own. This is a place where con-
science and convenience cross paths, in
my view.

Mr. President, for all of those rea-
sons, I believe that there is an over-
whelming case for the bottom-line
value to America of expanding NATO.
Inevitably, however, the qualitative
new situations surrounding the admis-
sion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic have occasioned serious ques-
tions, which I will attempt to deal with
shortly.

Before I turn to them, I thought I
should dispel one procedural claim that
has resurfaced in recent days. That
claim alleges that there has been insuf-
ficient discussion of NATO enlarge-
ment to warrant the issues being con-
sidered by the full Senate at this time.
That is the tactic, I say to the chair-
man of the full committee, Senator
HELMS, which we find those who oppose
our position keep falling back to—a
different strategy. First the tactic. I
should say ‘‘tactic’’ rather than ‘‘strat-

egy.’’ It was a frontal assault—which is
their right, and I respect it—to stop ex-
pansion. I think they believe and have
concluded that the momentum was too
strong to do that.

Then the next tactic was, Well, what
we will do is we will not be able to
fight expansion, but let’s set conditions
to expansion that could not be realis-
tic, nor should necessarily be fulfilled
before there is admission—conditions, I
might add, we never set on the four
previous occasions we enlarged NATO.
Then when that looked like it might
take hold—we don’t know until we
count the votes—but when that didn’t
seem to be gaining fervor, the part of
the foreign policy community which I
would argue is a minority of the com-
munity, including some of our well re-
spected former colleagues who disagree
with expansion, and some of our well
respected present colleagues who dis-
agree with our position, decided on a
new tactic, and that was to argue that
we just have not given sufficient time
to debate this issue, so why doesn’t the
majority leader postpone the consider-
ation of this for an indefinite period so
we can really debate it.

I asked one of the newspapers who
made that argument—a reporter for
one of the newspapers; he doesn’t set
the policy. I said, ‘‘I found it fascinat-
ing that you want an open and thor-
ough debate. Your paper talked about
the need for that. And yet, when the
U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee’’—I will document this in a mo-
ment—‘‘had hours and hours of hear-
ings on this subject and finally voted
on the resolution, it appeared in a
small box below a Monica Lewinsky
story. I don’t quite get this.’’ Do you
know what this person told me? He
told my press person, ‘‘Well, another
major paper in America put it on the
front page. We will wait until we get to
the debate and final vote.’’

Now, look. You can’t have it both
ways. This is not a subject that is
going to get my mom at home saying,
‘‘Joey, I am so glad you are working on
NATO. I think you should do that. Put
aside Social Security. Don’t worry
about that. And put aside Medicare.
Don’t worry about that. And, by the
way, education.’’ Americans don’t
think that way, they never have, about
foreign policy. They have enough trou-
ble figuring out how to put food on the
table, sending their kids to school, how
to pay the medical bills, and how to
keep their jobs.

So this notion that in the past we
have had these debates about foreign
policy where everything has come to a
halt and all of America is focused on it,
and all have been heard, that only oc-
curs in times of crises. God forbid, were
there an attack on NATO, it would be
the focus of everyone in America. But
it was not the focus even when Vanden-
berg was debating NATO in the late
forties and before we voted on it. It is
very hard to be proactive in a foreign
policy initiative that is going to cap-
ture the imagination of the American
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people. And it is not because they are
not interested; it is because they are
urgently attending to many other
things. That is one of the reasons I
think we have a representative govern-
ment. I think that is one of the reasons
why they look to us. I think that is
part of our job description.

So to the extent that we could gen-
erate discussion and interest about
this, I respectfully suggest under the
leadership of Chairman HELMS of the
Foreign Relations Committee, we have
in fact engaged in a serious debate thus
far. The closer we get to this final reso-
lution, the more the public will focus
on it. In fact, few foreign policy issues
have been scrutinized as closely or as
openly in public session as this has
been in the 25 years that I have been
here.

Beginning in 1994, the examination of
the question of NATO enlargement by
the Committee on Foreign Relations
has been a well thought out and bipar-
tisan effort. The committee’s first
hearings on NATO enlargement took
place early in 1994. More hearings were
held in 1995, and since October of 1997
the Foreign Relations Committee,
under Chairman HELMS’ leadership, has
had no fewer than 8 extensive hearings,
for a total of 12 in all. One of those
hearings was held last fall and featured
testimony from 15 American citizens,
many of whom represent grassroots
civics groups interested in NATO.

I would like to publicly commend the
Senator, who is on the floor now, Sen-
ator HELMS, for the strong and able
leadership of the Foreign Relations
Committee in building bipartisan sup-
port for membership of these three can-
didate countries and for helping to
craft a bipartisan resolution for the
protocols of accession.

It is also important to note that
three other Senate committees—the
Armed Services Committee, the Appro-
priations Committee, and the Budget
Committee—have also held hearings on
NATO enlargement. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee filed a report with the
Foreign Relations Committee rec-
ommending certain understandings
which the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee has taken into account in develop-
ing the resolution of ratification of the
protocols of accession that we voted
out 16 to 2.

The Intelligence Committee filed a
report that favorably assesses the in-
tent and ability of Poland, the Czech
Republic and Hungary to protect clas-
sified military and intelligence infor-
mation which would be provided them
as NATO members—something we are
all concerned about. We have not taken
this thing on face value or willy-nilly.
We had the committee of jurisdiction
thoroughly look at it. They concluded
that they would in fact be trustworthy
members.

From the very outset of 1994, the For-
eign Relations Committee made cer-
tain that voices in favor of NATO en-
largement as well as voices against en-
largement would be heard equally and

fairly. I believe this decision was essen-
tial for the committee members to get
all sides of the argument. I will not go
into the details at this moment of
which witnesses addressed which argu-
ments except to say that a glance at
the list of witnesses reflects the ex-
traordinary effort we made at balance.
Many of the leaders of both the
proenlargement and antienlargement
camps were represented before our
committee. And 2 months ago, in mid-
January, the Committee on Foreign
Relations published a 552-page docu-
ment entitled: ‘‘The Debate on NATO
Enlargement.’’ The compendium con-
tained the full testimonies of witnesses
from the seven hearings of the commit-
tee from October to November of 1997,
questions from members of the com-
mittee and witnesses’ responses and a
good deal of additional material re-
ceived for the record. It included the
reprinting of lengthy articles against
enlargement by Dr. Michael
Mandelbaum, of Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity, one of the leading opponents of
enlargement, and the report of a fact-
finding trip that I took late last year
to Russia, Poland, the Czech Republic,
Hungary and Slovenia, to give you the
extent, and a lot more is covered. I am
not suggesting that my report is any
more or less significant than what Dr.
Mandelbaum or anyone else testified
to, but I am making the larger point
that it is extensive.

Mr. President, it is possible that
some aspects of the NATO enlargement
question are not covered in this 552-
page compendium, but I do not know of
any, and I have spent, along with my
colleagues in the Chamber, literally
hundreds of hours attempting to edu-
cate myself on this subject, with 25
years of experience. The document I
have referred to was sent to all 100 Sen-
ators with an accompanying letter
from Senator HELMS and me.

In short, all the issues have been out
there for a long time for any interested
party to study. Moreover, the legisla-
tive record of the Senate testifies to a
longstanding engagement with NATO
enlargement. In 1994, 1995 and 1996 the
Senate debated and approved legisla-
tion in favor of NATO enlargement. On
July 25, 1996, by an 81-to-16 vote, the
Senate approved legislation stating
that ‘‘The admission to NATO of
emerging democracies in central and
Eastern Europe, which are found to be
in a position to further the principles
of the North Atlantic Treaty, would
contribute to international peace and
contribute to the security of the re-
gion.’’

Last April, by agreement, the major-
ity leader, Senator LOTT, and the mi-
nority leader, Senator DASCHLE, estab-
lished the NATO Senate observer group
to facilitate close interaction with the
executive branch as plans for NATO en-
largement went forward.

Now, I cite this only to demonstrate
that not only have we gone out of our
way to look at the arguments for and
against, but this group that was set up

with Senator ROTH, my senior col-
league from Delaware, and me as the
cochairs, that traveled with the Presi-
dent—not just the two of us but others,
including the Senator from Nebraska—
spent an inordinate amount of time
with the administration, whether it
was with the National Security Ad-
viser, the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, the President him-
self, or the Vice President, so that we
knew what was going on during the ne-
gotiations relative to who might be in-
vited.

On July 25, 1996, by a vote of 81 to 16,
the Senate approved legislation stating
that ‘‘Admission to NATO of emerging
democracies in Central and Eastern
Europe, which are found to be in a posi-
tion to further the principles of the
North Atlantic Treaty, would contrib-
ute to international peace and contrib-
ute to the security of the region.’’

I repeat that for a second time be-
cause that was back in July of 1996.
Last April, as I indicated, the leaders
of both parties set up this NATO ob-
server group. Twenty-eight Senators,
14 in each party, were named to the ob-
server group, and as I said, Senator
ROTH has demonstrated a strong com-
mitment and leadership as chairman of
this group. Since then, the observer
group has held no fewer than 17 meet-
ings with the administration, NATO
and other foreign officials. Members
met with President Clinton, Secretar-
ies Albright and Cohen, National Secu-
rity Adviser Berger, and many other
high ranking civilian and military offi-
cials. Members of the Senate NATO ob-
server group have met with the Presi-
dents of Poland, the Czech Republic,
Hungary and their Foreign Ministers.
They have met with NATO’s Secretary
General Solana; they have met with
NATO Chiefs of Defense, and the chair-
man of the NATO military committee.
Some have actually met and addressed
the NATO PermRep group that met
here earlier in the year. We have met
with the chiefs of staff of each of the
present NATO members. There have
been significant encounters.

The observer group was represented
in a delegation to the signing of the
Founding Act between NATO and Rus-
sia in Paris in May of 1997. The Senate
observer group was also represented in
the U.S. delegation to the NATO sum-
mit in Madrid in July, and I would like
to repeat that 28 Senators are members
of this observer group.

When we add to that the number of
other Senators who are members of the
Foreign Relations, Armed Services, Ap-
propriations and Budget Committees,
all of which have held hearings on
NATO enlargement, we find that no
fewer than 74 Senators have been ex-
posed more than tangentially to the
issue of NATO enlargement through
one or more committees or the Senate
NATO observer group—nearly three-
quarters of the entire Senate. That is
quite a remarkable fact, which I sub-
mit definitely puts to rest the charge
that this issue lacks study.
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I challenge any of my colleagues to

name me another major issue where 75
Members of the Senate have gotten
themselves, through specific assign-
ments, more involved in the details. To
me, it is abundantly clear that consid-
eration of the Resolution of Ratifica-
tion of NATO enlargement upon which
we are embarked today is the culmina-
tion of several years of detailed scru-
tiny and debate within the Senate. As
a matter of fact, my good friend and
worthy opponent on occasion, although
we agree more than we disagree, the
distinguished senior Senator from Vir-
ginia and I, even as long ago as last—
I don’t know how long ago it was now—
found ourselves debating before a group
of very distinguished—it wasn’t an in-
tended debate, but we ended up with, I
thought, an informative and thought-
ful debate before a group of leading
citizens in the State of Connecticut at
the behest of our friend, Senator DODD.
So we are not new to this, Mr. Presi-
dent, notwithstanding the fact this will
be news to some members of the press
and it will be news to some members of
the public. But the notion that we have
not taken it seriously and it needs
more time, I think, is unfounded.

That is not to suggest that it would
not warrant taking a lot of time in the
Chamber. I think that is totally appro-
priate because this is ultimately the
forum where the folks actually get a
look at what we are doing. No one fol-
lowed us to Madrid or to Paris. No one
was involved in that room in the Dirk-
sen Building when the Senator and I
exchanged views before a group of Con-
necticut voters. But the truth of the
matter is this is the forum to do that.
And knowing my friend from Virginia,
who is on his feet and in the Chamber,
it will be spirited and it will be an in-
formative debate, at least from his per-
spective, from his side of the argument.

Mr. President, I think it is abun-
dantly clear the consideration of the
NATO resolution of ratification for en-
largement upon which we have em-
barked today is a culmination of sev-
eral years of detailed scrutiny and de-
bate within the Senate. I would like,
now, to turn to some of the arguments
against enlargement or for qualifica-
tions on enlargement, and then explain
why I do not find them very convinc-
ing.

Some say that since the Soviet Union
is but a dead memory, some would sug-
gest a bad memory, that there are no
longer any threats to democratic Eu-
rope. Others maintain that because the
Pacific rim and Latin America have
gained in importance, we should scale
down our commitment of resources to
Europe and devote them more to the
Pacific rim.

Some of my colleagues worry that
NATO enlargement may strengthen the
nationalists and Communists, the Reds
and the browns, within Russia and
draw new dividing lines in Europe. Re-
cently, fears have been voiced that
NATO enlargement is open-ended and,
hence, out of control. Opponents of

NATO’s involvement in Bosnia see it as
an open-ended and dangerous model for
future out-of-area NATO commit-
ments, an expression put forward in a
very articulate manner by my col-
league from Missouri who is on the
Foreign Relations Committee.

Finally, on an issue that concerns us
all, opponents assert that the cost
NATO enlargement is going to require
is not clear at best and exorbitant
probably. Some fear that the cost of
enlargement will fall disproportion-
ately on the United States. All of these
arguments against are important and, I
submit, can be answered satisfactorily,
but clearly must be answered.

I submit, first of all, without mini-
mizing the importance of Asia and
Latin America, that Europe remains
the vital area of interest to the United
States for political, strategic, eco-
nomic and, yes, cultural reasons. A siz-
able percentage of the world’s democ-
racies are in Europe, and the continent
remains a major global economic play-
er and a partner of the United States.

In economic terms, the European
Union, with a combined population a
third larger than ours, has a combined
GDP that exceeds ours. While the
United States has a larger and, I might
add, less balanced trading relationship
with Asia than with Europe, we invest
more in Europe. In fact, we have more
direct investments in Europe than in
any other area of the world, an amount
in excess of $250 billion.

Several new democracies in Central
and Eastern Europe have highly edu-
cated work forces and, as President
Clinton said in his message of trans-
mittal of the protocols of accession,
they ‘‘have helped to make Central Eu-
rope the continent’s most robust zone
of economic growth.’’

The three candidate countries al-
ready attract considerable American
investment. Moreover, most Americans
trace their cultural roots to Europe
and millions retain personal ties to it.
By any geographical standard, it would
be a catastrophe for U.S. interests if
instability would alter the current sit-
uation in Europe.

How might that instability occur,
Mr. President? No one believes that the
Russian Army is poised to pour
through the Fulda Gap in Germany,
NATO’s horror scenario for 45 years.
The Russian Army is in such pitiful
shape that it could not even reconquer
little Chechnya, a part of the Russian
Federation.

Nonetheless, some say that someday
Russia will regain her military might,
and if democratization there does not
succeed, NATO might, once again, be
democratic Europe’s insurance policy
against reemergence of a hegemonic
power, as is outlined in declaration 2 of
the resolution of ratification.

For the foreseeable future, however,
the primary threats to stability in Eu-
rope are different, although no less
real, than those of the cold war. We all
know what they are. They are ethnic
and religious hatred, as horrifyingly

shown in the hundreds of thousands
killed, raped, made homeless, and bru-
talized in Bosnia and most recently in
Kosovo. They are the well-organized
forces of international crime, whose
tentacles extend from Moscow and Pa-
lermo to New York and Los Angeles.
The history of the 20th century has
demonstrated that the United States
must—and I emphasize ‘‘must’’—play a
leading role in organizing the security
of Europe.

In World War I and World War II, and
lately in Bosnia and Herzegovina, with-
out American leadership, the countries
of Europe have been unable to resolve
their differences peacefully. While
American idealism has certainly
played a role in our various interven-
tions to rescue Europe, enlightened
self-interest has been our dominant
motive.

Put simply, it is in the vital interest
of the United States of America that
stability be preserved in Europe, not
only because Europe itself is of central
importance, but also in order that,
when necessary, we are free to con-
centrate our assets on problems in
other areas of the world.

How does this need for security in
Europe translate into 1998 terms? It
means that we must lead the Euro-
peans to create what is called in the
current foreign policy jargon a new se-
curity architecture of interlocking or-
ganizations with NATO at its core. Of
primary importance is that this policy
will guarantee stability to Central Eu-
rope, where newly independent states
are striving to create and solidify po-
litical democracy and free markets.
This is a very difficult process, subject
to destabilizing forces like ethnic an-
tagonisms, economic downturns, inter-
national crime, and, in some cases,
thinly disguised foreign pressure. It is
in this context that the enlargement of
NATO must be seen.

During the cold war, NATO provided
the security umbrella under which
former enemies, like France and Ger-
many, were able to cooperate and build
highly successful free societies. It was
the framework under which former
pariahs, like Germany, Italy, and
Spain, could be reintegrated into
democratic Europe. And it was NATO
that on several occasions helped keep
the feud between Greece and Turkey
from escalating into full warfare.

The enlargement of NATO can now
serve to move that zone of stability
eastward to Central Europe and there-
by deter external destabilization, pre-
vent ethnic conflicts from escalating,
and forestall a scramble for new bilat-
eral-multilateral pacts along the lines
of the 1930s from occurring in the 1990s
and the next century. This is the stra-
tegic rationale for enlargement laid
out in detail in declaration 2 of the res-
olution of ratification. In fact, the zone
of stability is already developing.

As I mentioned earlier, in anticipa-
tion of NATO membership, several Cen-
tral and East European countries have
settled longstanding disputes. I need
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only mention Hungary and Romania,
Slovenia and Italy, Germany and the
Czech Republic, Poland and Lithuania,
Romania and Ukraine, and there are
other examples I will go into detail
about later. If NATO were not to en-
large, however, the countries between
Germany and Russia would inevitably
seek other means to protect them-
selves. It is a certainty. The policy op-
tion for today is not, as it is often
phrased, enlarge NATO or remain the
same. The status quo is simply not an
option over the next several years.

Mr. President, there is one additional
argument for NATO enlargement which
may have fallen out of fashion, and I
am going to mention it now at the risk
of engaging this debate in a different
direction, and that is the moral argu-
ment—the moral argument.

For 40 years, the United States loud-
ly proclaimed its solidarity with cap-
tive nations of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope who were under the heel of Com-
munist oppressors—40 years. Now that
most of them have cast off their shack-
les, it seems to me it is our responsibil-
ity to live up to our pledges to readmit
them into the West through NATO and
the European Union when they are
fully qualified.

In my view, not to do so out of an ex-
cessive fear of antagonizing Russia
would accord Moscow a special sphere
of influence in Central Europe, essen-
tially validating the division of Europe
at Yalta. For me, such a course is un-
thinkable. Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic have all made tremen-
dous efforts to meet NATO’s stringent
membership requirements, and, based
on my reckoning, they have succeeded.

Not even the opponents of enlarge-
ment can dispute that fact. Hence, as
declaration 4 of the resolution of ratifi-
cation reaffirms, the three new mem-
bers will have all the rights, privileges,
obligations, responsibilities, and pro-
tections that are afforded all other
NATO members. There is no second-
class citizenship in NATO.

Ironically, within the fruits of
NATO’s unparalleled success lie the
seeds of its possible demise. Alliances
are formed to fight wars or to deter
them. Once the adversary is gone, un-
less alliances adapt to meet changing
threats, they lose their raison d’etre,
they lose their reason for being. Thus,
enlargement must be accompanied by a
fine-tuning of NATO’s so-called strate-
gic concept last revisited in 1991.

The alliance’s primary mission, out-
lined in article 5 of the Washington
Treaty of April 4, 1949, remains the
same: treating an attack on one mem-
ber as an attack on all and responding
through the use of armed forces, if nec-
essary.

Condition 1 of the resolution of rati-
fication underscores that the core pur-
pose of NATO remains collective de-
fense. In addition, since the end of the
cold war, non-article 5 missions, like
peacekeeping, sometimes in coopera-
tion with non-NATO powers, have be-
come possible. The SFOR joint effort in

Bosnia with Russia and several other
non-NATO countries is an excellent ex-
ample.

To the critics who see our involve-
ment in Bosnia as a harbinger of future
NATO peacekeeping engagements or,
from their point of view, entangle-
ments, I would only say the success in
Bosnia will provide the best deterrent
to future ethnic cleansers and aggres-
sors and, thereby, reduce the likelihood
that American troops will have to be
used in combat in Europe.

Condition 1 of the resolution of rati-
fication foresees article 4 missions on a
case-by-case basis only when there is a
consensus in NATO and that there is a
threat to the security interests of the
alliance members. Through briefings
required by condition 1, the executive
branch will have to keep the Senate in-
formed of any discussions in NATO to
change or revise their strategic con-
cept.

Some critics might ask why the Eu-
ropeans can’t take care of their own
problems. First of all, Europeans shoul-
der three-quarters of the common fund-
ed cost of NATO and furnish an even
higher percentage of the alliance’s
troops. Both our current NATO allies
and the candidate countries have
agreed to shoulder their fair share of fi-
nancial costs and all mutual obliga-
tions connected with enlargement.

In order to guarantee a continuation
of this alliance burdensharing, condi-
tion 2 of the resolution of ratification
mandates an annual report by the
President containing detailed, country-
specific data on the contributions of all
NATO members. It also requires that
the inclusion of Poland, the Czech Re-
public, and Hungary not increase the
percentage share of the United States
to the common budgets of NATO.

To my colleagues who are under-
standably concerned about possible
hollowing out of our worldwide mili-
tary capability—by that I mean they
argue that expanding NATO and the
additional resources required will re-
quire us to take military resources to
other parts of the world, meaning they
will have a hollow capability in other
parts of the world, thereby, in an over-
all sense, reducing our security—those
who are concerned about this possible
hollowing out of our worldwide mili-
tary capability, I draw your attention
to another element of condition 2 of
the resolution of ratification which di-
rects the President to certify that
NATO enlargement will not detract
from the ability of the United States to
meet or to fund its military require-
ments outside the NATO area.

I know that many of my colleagues
are concerned about the enlargement’s
effect upon our erstwhile cold war
enemy Russia. I firmly believe that
NATO enlargement will not adversely
affect U.S. relations with the Russian
Federation. As I indicated earlier, I
came to that conclusion following a
trip to Moscow and several European
capitals last year and subsequent dis-
cussions on that topic.

Although few Russians are fond of
NATO enlargement, policymakers in
Moscow have come to terms with the
first round. Moreover, no Russian I met
with, from Communist leader
Zyuganov to liberal leader Yavlinsky
to the nationalist leader Lebed, none of
them believe that NATO enlargement
constitutes a security threat to Russia.

In fact, nearly all politicians and ex-
perts with whom I met understood the
nonaggressiveness implicit in NATO’s
two recent declarations on nuclear and
conventional forces. In the famous
‘‘three noes,’’ the alliance declared
that it has no reason, intention, or
plan in the current or foreseeable secu-
rity environment to deploy nuclear
weapons on the territory of new mem-
ber states and no forces to do that, no
forces, in the future.

Similarly, NATO stated that in the
current environment, it would not per-
manently station substantial combat
forces of the 16 members on Polish,
Czech or Hungarian soil. Rather, the
Kremlin’s public opposition to enlarge-
ment is largely—largely—a psycho-
logical question connected with the
loss of empire, wounded pride and,
most importantly, an uncertainty
about Russia’s place in the world of the
21st century. The Russian Ambassador
in Washington reiterated this psycho-
logical problem in a newspaper article
just last week.

As part of this uncertainty, most
Russian leaders are worried about their
country being marginalized, and as a
result, they are eager to move forward
with its bilateral relationship with the
United States.

We must continue to engage Russia
politically, militarily, economically,
and culturally. Declaration 5 of the
resolution of ratification specifically
endorses this ‘‘new and constructive re-
lationship’’ with the Russian Federa-
tion.

The Clinton administration, together
with our NATO allies, has already
begun to do just that. The NATO-Rus-
sian Founding Act signed in Paris last
May is a good start at binding Russia
closer to the West and soothing its
bruised feelings.

The Founding Act, however, in no
way gives Moscow a decisionmaking
role in NATO’s core structures like the
North Atlantic Council, as condition 3
of the resolution specifically explains.

The purely consultative mandate of
the new NATO-Russia Permanent Joint
Council does not mean that it cannot
evolve into a truly valuable mecha-
nism for promoting mutual trust.

As Russian officials better under-
stand that NATO is not a rapacious
caricature of Soviet propaganda, but
rather a defensive alliance and force
for security and stability in Europe,
their animosity toward the organiza-
tion may dissipate. And by working to-
gether in the Permanent Joint Council,
Russia can prove that it is a respon-
sible partner for the West.

Through this mechanism and others,
over time Moscow can come to realize
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that enlargement of NATO by moving
the zone of stability eastward to Cen-
tral Europe will increase her own secu-
rity, not diminish it.

It is also essential that arms control
agreements with Russia be ratified and
expanded.

Of special importance is getting the
state duma, their parliament, to ratify
the START II treaty and then, to-
gether with the United States, to move
on to further reductions in START III.

The statement last week made by
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin that he
would push for duma ratification of
START II is another clear sign that
NATO enlargement does not stand in
the way of arms control.

The nationalist and Communist ob-
jections to START II predate even a
discussion of NATO enlargement, and I
might add that in my meeting with
Chernomyrdin, even though he and I
got into a heated discussion about
Iran, he never once suggested that ex-
panding NATO was going to diminish
the prospects of ratification of START.
I asked him, and others did, when he
thought that would occur. Because it
was a private meeting, I will not set
the time or the date that he suggested.
But I will assure you that he is of the
view that ratification will occur.

Now, how does that square with those
who say that talk of expansion is going
to kill arms control? I managed, along
with significant assistance from my
friend from the State of Oregon, the
Chemical Weapons Convention. We
were told if we ratified that, the duma
would never, if we went ahead and in-
vited these three nations to join NATO,
they would never ratify it.

While we were together in Spain, if I
am not mistaken, with the President of
the United States, the Secretary of
State, the National Security Adviser,
the Secretary of Defense and the Presi-
dents of 15 other NATO nations, the
duma either at that moment or shortly
thereafter, by an overwhelming vote,
ratified that arms control agreement.
And now Chernomyhrdin—to our
friends who believe that NATO expan-
sion will be damaging and cite him and
his predecessor as a casualty of the
talk of expansion—sat in a room just
across the hall, the door I am pointing
to, last week and talked about his cer-
tainty that there will be a ratification
of the START agreement. As my broth-
er would say, ‘‘Go figure.’’ How does
that justify the argument or make the
case that this is going to kill coopera-
tion with Russia on arms control?

The arguments against the START II
predate any debate on NATO enlarge-
ment. The duma has shown, though,
that it is willing to conclude agree-
ments, as I have indicated, not only
the Chemical Weapons Convention, but
the Flank Document to the Treaty on
Conventional Forces in Europe, or the
so-called CFE agreement. All have
been ratified.

Condition 3 of the resolution of rati-
fication reaffirms that the ongoing
CFE talks are a venue for further con-

ventional arms control reductions, not
the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint
Council. Did you hear what I just said?
That is an important, if I do say so my-
self, an important point. That is that
if, in fact, Russia was determining ev-
erything through the prism of whether
or not we are expanding NATO, why
are they not insisting that further dis-
cussions on conventional arms be done
through the NATO-Russia accord? Why
are they continuing to use the mecha-
nism that was in place? Why did they
pass the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion? Why does their Prime Minister
believe they are going to ratify the
START agreement? And even if they do
not, why is he pushing it?

It is because they are wise enough to
know it is not an offensive threat and
wise enough to know that arms control
agreements should be judged based
upon whether, standing by themselves,
they are in the interest of their coun-
try or not.

Although the Russians have all but
officially acquiesced to the first round
of NATO enlargement, they would, I
acknowledge, have much more trouble
with the admission in the future of
some other countries in Europe, prin-
cipally the Baltic states or Ukraine.

Critics of enlargement worry that
the process is so open-ended that it is
dangerous. It is true that the official
policy of NATO as most recently enun-
ciated in the 1997 Madrid summit, is
the ‘‘open door’’—and that is the offi-
cial, enunciated policy—and that mem-
bership in the alliance is open to any
European state, any European state
that is in a position to further the
principles of the NATO treaty, the
North Atlantic Treaty, and to contrib-
ute to the security of the alliance as a
whole.

But it is equally true, as declaration
7 of the resolution of ratification un-
ambiguously states, that other than
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic, the United States has not con-
sented to invite any other country to
join NATO in the future.

Moreover, according to declaration 7,
the United States will not support such
an invitation unless the President
consults with the Senate according to
constitutional procedures and the pro-
spective NATO member can fulfill the
obligations and responsibilities of
membership and its inclusion would
serve the political and strategic inter-
ests of the United States.

This declaration, Mr. President, is
crystal clear and not only refutes the
critics of enlargement, but also obvi-
ates the need for any amendment that
would impose an artificial pause upon
the enlargement process after this
round.

Such a condition would not only be
superfluous, but would also have seri-
ous negative practical consequences. It
would slam the door in the face of the
several countries that in good faith are
adjusting their policies to meet NATO
requirements.

It would also arbitrarily rule out ad-
mission of already qualified countries

like Slovenia, a formal applicant, and
Austria, which might reassess its neu-
trality after national elections next
year.

The amendment that would postpone
the admission of Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic until they are ad-
mitted to the European Union is also,
in my view, fatally flawed. Declaration
6 of the resolution of ratification rec-
ognizes the EU as ‘‘an essential organi-
zation for economic, political, and so-
cial integration of all qualified Euro-
pean countries into an undivided Eu-
rope’’ and encourages the EU to expand
its membership.

My friend from Oregon, who is on the
floor, and I share a number of common
views related to this, one of which is
we have been individually—to the best
of my knowledge, this is correct; and I
will stand corrected, obviously, if I am
not—either quietly chastising or pub-
licly promoting our European friends
to expand the EU membership. We
think we have problems with American
special interests. Well, in Europe it
pales by comparison in terms of certain
political groups within Europe who are
not at all willing to expand. But it
must expand.

So we do not argue with the need for
the EU to expand. That is why in dec-
laration 6 of the resolution of ratifica-
tion, we cite the EU as an essential or-
ganization for economic, political, and
social integration.

But the EU has a lengthy, complex
admissions procedure, which employs
criteria very different from those of
NATO.

Let me end where I began. Why on
Earth would the United States want to
link fulfillment of our strategic goals
to an organization in which we have no
say and to which we do not even be-
long? Why would we do that? I do not
understand that. Why would we say,
yes, we know our interests are im-
pacted upon. We are a European power.
And the security architecture of Eu-
rope, whether you are for or against
enlargement—we are all agreeing that
is important. One of the reasons my
friend from West Virginia is opposed is
he says it will harm the security archi-
tecture. One of the reasons we are for
it is we say it will enhance it.

Whether we are for or against it,
why, in the Lord’s name, would we say
that whatever that architecture should
be is going to be determined by an or-
ganization where we do not have a
vote? I do not get that. I truly do not
get that one.

Is that to say I do not think like the
Senator from New York thinks, that
the faster the EU is expanded, the more
stability there will be in Europe? No. I
agree with that. I agree with that. It is
in our interest. It is also going to be a
competitive problem down the road for
us as well, but it is in our interest. But,
my goodness, to say that the one thing
we all agree on, NATO in its present
form or altered state is the security ar-
chitecture for Europe that is important
to us, but its future we are going to
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yield to an economic organization of
which we are not a member and we
have no vote—I find that absolutely in-
credible.

Now, I will end with this. This is my
last statement, and I appreciate the in-
dulgence of the colleagues. I warned
my colleagues early on this was an
opening statement and would take this
long, and I am about to finish.

As for the argument that the addi-
tion of three new members would some-
how render the alliance immobile in
the face of all objective evidence, the
Presiding Officer knows how this argu-
ment goes. My goodness, we have trou-
ble enough getting 16 members to-
gether; adding 3 more, it will be harder
to get consensus. This ‘‘doing business
by consensus,’’ means everyone signs
on. Therefore, it will be a lot harder.
Therefore, that is the argument
against enlargement.

I might add, by the way, if we are
looking for certainty, we would not
have expanded beyond the United
States. We would have had great dif-
ficulty expanding anyway. I do not dis-
regard this argument but it does fly in
the face of all objective evidence.

The three previous rounds of NATO
enlargement did not damage the cohe-
siveness of NATO, and there is every
indication that the Poles, the Czechs,
and the Hungarians will be among
America’s most loyal allies. I will get
myself in trouble for saying this, but
were the French only as cooperative as
the Hungarians. I pray the day comes
that my French ancestors are as coop-
erative as are the Hungarians. Or, I
doubt whether we will see the day
when the internal differences between
the Poles and the Hungarians, divided
by other countries, separated by other
countries, will have disagreements that
equal those that exist within Greece
and Turkey at the moment. These
three new nations, if anything, will
strengthen our position within NATO
as well as strengthen NATO.

In considering the ratification of
NATO enlargement to include Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic, the
Senate has a historic opportunity to
enhance the security of the United
States of America by extending the
zone of stability and peace in Europe.

Mr. President, I look forward to our
debate on this resolution of ratifica-
tion, which I truly believe protects
American interests and American lead-
ership within NATO. At its base, you
will detect, not from my friend from
Virginia, I want to make this clear, but
I predict to you on the floor, you will
find an undercurrent here that really,
if phrased correctly, would be stated
this way: Why do we need NATO? Much
of the debate about expansion is really
the debate about the efficacy and need
of an organization, the one we have
now.

I note parenthetically if my friends
say why expand NATO when there is no
threat in Europe, I ask the rhetorical
question, why continue to have NATO
if there is no threat in Europe?

I see my friend from Virginia is on
his feet. I welcome his comments or
questions, but I will yield the floor to
give anyone else an opportunity to
speak, if they wish. But I want to make
it clear to my friend I am not retreat-
ing from the field; I will stay here if he
wishes to engage me.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
I just wanted to reaffirm what the Sen-
ator has said. But I want to make it
clear that the Senator listed 74 Sen-
ators by count who have dealt with the
issue. But let us not infer from that
that that is the count at the present
time that favors this. I just wanted to
make that clear because I am a mem-
ber of the NATO observer group. It has
been a vital organization. Seventeen
times we have met. And under the lead-
ership of Senator BIDEN and Senator
ROTH, I think we have done a lot of val-
uable analysis which is shared with the
rest of the Senate.

In our weekly luncheon we had some
35 to 40 Republican Senators. We had
Peter Rodman, of the Council of For-
eign Relations in New York City, and
the privilege of debating with him in
New York on this issue on Monday. We
had Michael Mandelbaum, and the Pre-
siding Officer will recall here in the
last hour we had a heated debate in our
caucus on this issue. So this vital issue
has now gained the momentum that I
think it deserves and I believe in the
ensuing days—and our leader, Senator
LOTT, just spoke with us and wants to
move along in an orderly process but
no way attenuate the ability of the
Senate to give this question every bit
of attention it needs.

I think it is important that our dis-
tinguished colleague has brought up
chronologically exactly what has been
done by the Senate thus far, and now
we embark on the debate that I think
will be an excellent one.

Momentarily, I will deliver some gen-
eral remarks on this subject, but at
this time I cannot resist the effort,
since we have had such a pleasure de-
bating, to give to you once again the
opportunity to answer the question I
think I posed in our last debate. And I
will be but a minute posing the ques-
tion.

That is, Mr. President, this NATO al-
liance is perhaps the most valuable al-
liance in the history of the world, when
nations came together in a period of
uncertainty, under the leadership of
one of the greatest Presidents, greatest
Presidents this country ever had,
Harry S. Truman. He listed in his biog-
raphy his two proudest accomplish-
ments were the Marshall Plan and
NATO. At that time the President and
others, the founding fathers of this al-
liance, made clear that it was a mili-
tary alliance, it was for a military rea-
son that we put this there, to deter any
further aggression in Europe.

Today, in my judgment, I do not see
any military threat to the three na-
tions under consideration. What I do
see is that that arc of nations, begin-
ning with Poland going down through

Bulgaria on the Black Sea, are in a
struggle for economic survival, making
the transition from the Warsaw Pact to
a system of competition, not only
among themselves but worldwide, to
establish a free market economy, to es-
tablish the political democracies and
the like.

That is the focus of their attention.
That is where all their resources for
the time being should be applied. And
now we are considering the admission
of three. I say to my distinguished col-
league that, should the Senate in its
wisdom vote to affirm the ratification
and the status of NATO is given to 3 of
the 12, are we not singling out 3 of
these countries and giving them a tre-
mendous lift in that competitive field
among the 12 nations for economic
competition? They can put in their
brochures as they go throughout the
world, come, invest, put your invest-
ment in our country, because you have
the security of the NATO alliance, the
security of knowing that, if anything
were to threaten our nation, your in-
vestment will be protected. Whereas, if
you go next door to Romania, if you go
next door to Slovenia or the other na-
tions, they pose some doubt as to
whether or not, if a problem arose
which was in the circumference of the
obligation of the NATO—primarily ar-
ticle 5, but at a later time I will ex-
plain where I think NATO is moving in
terms of a broader issue of responsibil-
ities, Bosnia being the case in point—if
that threat comes, your investment is
protected in the three countries. And
we question whether or not it will be
protected as well in other nations not
now being admitted to NATO.

Suddenly you begin to breed a fric-
tion and a concern amongst these
countries, side by side, border by bor-
der; and that friction alone could spell
trouble. I ask my friend.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I will be
delighted to answer.

Let me make one prefatory com-
ment. My reference to 74, 75 Senators
being exposed to this issue is in no way
to imply that all 75 or 74 were in favor
of expansion. I know, with men of the
caliber of the Senator from Virginia,
and the man who I think is one of the
most informed people in the Senate
that I have ever served with, my friend
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN, I
know with their doubts about expan-
sion that this is far from a certain out-
come. So I do not mean to imply that
all who were exposed were in favor. I
was responding, before the Senator
came to the floor, to the assertions
made in the press that this has not
been given due consideration by Mem-
bers of the Senate.

Let me go specifically to the ques-
tion that was asked; then I will finish
my statement and will be happy to
yield then or engage in a colloquy or
take questions. That is I, too, agree
that Harry Truman was one of the
great Presidents and Harry Truman did
say that one of his two greatest
achievements was NATO. He said the
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reason NATO was necessary was a mo-
ment of uncertainty in world history. I
respectfully suggest if there has ever
been a moment of uncertainty, and I
might add ‘‘in world history,’’ it is
today.

I spoke at my hometown, my birth
town, of Scranton, PA, last night to an
organization called the Friendly Sons
of Saint Patrick, where my great
grandfather was a founder in 1902, a
State Senator named Edward Blewitt,
and I quoted William Butler Yeats’
poem ‘‘Easter 1916,’’ where he con-
cluded by saying the world is changed.
‘‘All changed, changed utterly: A ter-
rible beauty is born.’’ He is talking
about ‘‘the rising,’’ as we Irish Catho-
lics refer to it, the rising on Easter
Sunday in 1916.

I would paraphrase that by saying:
With the fall of the wall, a terrible
beauty has been born. It is a new world.
The world has changed utterly.

Although it is a different threat, al-
though it is a different concern, al-
though it is not amassed forces of the
Warsaw Pact lining up to flow through
the Fulda gap to take over West Ger-
many, it is a different enemy. The dif-
ferent enemy is uncertainty. The dif-
ferent enemy is instability. The dif-
ferent enemy is nations seeking to de-
fine themselves and their futures and
their security relative to one another
in an area of the world—I will get in
real trouble with my European friends
for saying this—where the degree of po-
litical maturation has not moved to
the point that I have confidence they
will reach the right decision without
our involvement in that process. So,
the same circumstance, uncertainty,
exists today as existed in 1946, 1947, and
1948—uncertainty.

Second, the Senator asked, Is this a
military alliance? It is a military alli-
ance. That is why I hope we will con-
tinue to treat it as a military alliance
and reject this facile argument being
promoted by some, put forward by
some of my friends who are among the
most respected former Members of the
U.S. Senate, who say they should join
the EU before they join NATO.

If this is a military alliance, why in
the heck do they have to join an eco-
nomic union before they join the mili-
tary alliance? It is a military alliance.
I might add, we have not asked anyone
else to do that. It is beyond me why we
would ask, why we would put the fate
of the military architecture of Europe
in the hands of an economic organiza-
tion of which we are not a member,
have no vote, and have no ability to
shape, essentially giving these other
European nations the ability to veto
our ability to put together this new ar-
chitecture for security in Europe.

But to the very specific point the
Senator raised, what about the notion
that we are inviting Hungary but not
Romania? Are we creating this dy-
namic where we gave Hungary a great
boost up and Romania essentially is
pushed down in relative terms? I will
go into great detail to respond to that

as the debate goes on, but in the inter-
ests of getting on with the rest of my
statement, let me answer it with a
question: If the countries that border
the countries that are being invited are
going to be put at such a disadvantage,
I would ask the question, why do they
all favor the expansion? Why did Ro-
mania favor—favor, now, notwith-
standing the fact they fought to be in-
vited and were not—why do they favor
Hungarian membership? Why do the
Germans favor Polish membership?
Why are all the countries that sought
admission thus far in favor of the three
countries that were granted the oppor-
tunity to prove they were ready to
join?

I would add one further fact. The cor-
ollary to that question would be: Are
we then going to be placed in the posi-
tion of either having to embrace all the
former Soviet Union in one fell swoop
as members of NATO whether they are
ready or not, or none? Because if you
take the logical extension of my
friend’s argument, it leads you to only
one of two conclusions: Either every
country seeking admission should be
admitted at the very same moment,
thereby not allowing one to have the
perceived advantage my friend from
Virginia says occurs with membership,
or the perceived disadvantage of not
being a member—you either admit
them all at once, which I am positive
he does not support, absolutely posi-
tive, or you admit none. You have no
alternative.

So I say respectfully to my friend,
this is a dynamic situation. The world
is changing rapidly. We do not have the
ability to freeze-frame the world and
say now we are in one broad stroke
going to redefine, in this case the secu-
rity architecture of Europe, with final-
ity. That’s it.

That is not the history of NATO.
When NATO started, Germany was not
part of NATO. Germany was not part of
NATO. It would have been reasonable
to ask why do we have a NATO with no
Germany? It was equally reasonable to
ask why in the devil would you have
Germany part of NATO at the time?
When we brought in Germany, we did
not say bringing in Germany puts Tur-
key and Greece at a disadvantage. We
did not say that. When we brought in
Turkey and Greece, we did not say
Spain will be hurt badly. One of the
problems with foreign policy is that it
reflects life writ large. There is noth-
ing neat about it. Notwithstanding
what many of my academic friends
enjoy doing, we are not able to come up
with a universal construct that in one
fell swoop can be materialized.

I suggest to my friend, the invitation
to Hungary has produced democratiza-
tion internally within Romania, a con-
sequence that was not anticipated by
anybody 2 years ago. So, instead of, for
example, Hungary being invited and
Romania being outraged and having
their policy move toward totalitarian-
ism and away from democracy, the
exact opposite happened. It created a

dynamic effect. I am not here to tell
any of my colleagues that I can predict
with certainty what the dynamism will
produce. I have served here sufficiently
long to be sufficiently humble to know
that I do not possess that capacity. But
I do suggest that we can play the odds,
and the odds are this is a pretty good
bet, an overwhelming good bet.

So, my response, and I will go into it
in more detail as the debate goes on,
but my response is that if I accept the
proposition put forward by my col-
league in the way in which the ques-
tion was phrased, then I am left with a
conundrum of either everybody or no-
body. And I, to paraphrase Russell
Long when he used to kid around, ‘‘I
ain’t for nobody, but I also ain’t for ev-
erybody right now.’’

So I think this is a rational, rel-
atively predictable—to the extent any-
thing can be on the world stage—and
useful incremental development of an
architecture that hopefully will take
us for another 50 years with peace and
security in Europe like the last archi-
tecture.

I will note here, parenthetically, I do
not think the choice is expand or sta-
tus quo. I think the choice is expansion
or atrophy, and I will go into that in a
later moment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if he
will yield just that I may thank my
colleague for responding to the ques-
tion. I hope in due course we can have
a further colloquy, but I want to make
it clear I just think it is not wise to
take this great treaty at this time and
put in those three countries. Therefore,
I am for the ‘‘nobody’’ at the moment.

Mr. BIDEN. I understand.
Mr. WARNER. But I am somewhat

astounded that you say it is either no-
body or everybody, because I think you
invite the conclusion that directly sup-
ports my argument, that by admitting
three, the others are put at a severe
disadvantage economically.

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the chair.)
Mr. WARNER. While I do have a

statement I wish to deliver, I will pick
up on several of the themes by my dis-
tinguished colleague from Delaware
and we would go right into a colloquy
on concerns that I have, and perhaps
others have.

First, I say we are fortunate in the
Senate to have had the strong partici-
pation by the Senator from Delaware.
This is my 19th year of service in the
Senate. We have traveled together to
many places in the world, and we are
fortunate that he has chosen to be the
distinguished ranking member of the
Foreign Relations Committee.

It is appalling to me today to see the
decline in the interest in strategic
issues, be they foreign affairs or secu-
rity issues all across the country, and
to some extent here in the Congress of
the United States. Year after year,
Senator BIDEN has been right there in
the forefront on this floor as one of the
most vigorous and enthusiastic debat-
ers, albeit somewhat long-winded on
occasion, but nevertheless, solid in his
enthusiasm.
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So with that modest background, I

pick up on the theme, why NATO? I say
to my good friend, as he well knows, in
1917 we responded and the Yankees
crossed the oceans in response to the
plea, ‘‘Come to save us.’’ The great
powers of Europe and Great Britain
were locked in a war of static dimen-
sions, devouring tens upon tens of
thousands of lives every day, and we
went, and I think all the world ac-
knowledges we were the power that
tipped the balance for the allies in that
struggle that enabled victory and to
have peace return to Europe. And,
again, as the clouds of war over the
world in 1939, September, when Hitler
invaded Poland, and we watched Great
Britain heroically trying to put its
thumb in the dike, and France and the
Maginot Line was overrun in just a
matter of days or weeks, and Europe
was in the palm of Hitler’s hand.

Once again, this country, which had
really bordered upon isolationism in
1939 and 1940, suddenly after Pearl Har-
bor stood united, under a courageous
President’s leadership and once again
returned to Europe.

We are there in Europe today because
of the classic, historic instability
among those major nations. Our pres-
ence in Europe is essential to its long-
range stability. No one puts that upon
the billboards, nor should they. But
that is understood subliminally by
those who have studied that history
and, indeed, the European leaders
today.

NATO gives the United States the le-
gitimacy to be in Europe. We are now
considering the NATO treaty which has
made possible that legitimacy for over
50 years. That is the most fundamental
reason why I oppose enlarging it at
this time. It puts in jeopardy the abil-
ity of the United States to have that
strong voice that is so essential in Eu-
rope.

I ask my colleague a question or two
before I go on in my statement. He
made the statement that Russian lead-
ers have more or less tacitly accepted
the expansion of NATO. I want to be
accurate in my rendition of his words,
but I seek clarification of his state-
ment, because on my recent trip to
Russia with Secretary Cohen we had
the opportunity to visit with the
Sergeyev, Minister of Defense and with
Primakov, the very able Foreign Min-
ister. I really think that Primakov is
the second coming of Gromyko. This
man has enormous potential and possi-
bility to become a future leader of Rus-
sia.

My point to the Senator is, as I lis-
tened to those two members of the
Yeltsin Cabinet address the issue of ex-
pansion of NATO, it is true that they
have reconciled themselves to these
first three countries, but I clearly
came away with the impression that
that is the line that is to be drawn. I
want to make clear to my colleague
that it is those three countries, and
once another step is taken to access
others, then I think there will be fur-

ther instability in relationships be-
tween the United States and Russia.

Now let me make it clear, and I will
yield for the answer, at no time should
this country ever consider Russia in
terms of making those decisions which
are important to our vital security in-
terests—at no time. We should always
put our vital security interests first.
But we cannot be unmindful of the fact
that on a broad range of fronts we are
engaged with Russia today, not the
least of which is further reduction of
the ever-present nuclear threat. We are
assisting, through the Nunn-Lugar
funds, the dismantling of their weap-
ons. We are assisting them with
downsizing their military because this
is the 14th consecutive year of the
downsizing of the American military.
We have a lot of experience in dealing
with downsizing.

I am not sure that it has been that
wise, that decision, and I am one who
wants to see what we can do to start
that curve back up. That is a separate
issue for another day.

I want to ask my good friend to clar-
ify, when he said Russia has accepted
it, whether or not it is limited to the
first three and the balance of the nine
that wish to join—and I don’t think in
the current rhetoric we are using,
Ukraine is within that nine. You might
wish to clarify that. That would be 10
according to my calculation.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, in re-
sponse, as the Senator will see in the
RECORD, what I said was they have ac-
cepted the first round, explicit in terms
of the first round.

The second point is I may have mis-
led the Senator, but unintentionally,
when I talked about the NATO nations
of the former Soviet bloc nations that
were seeking admission. I do not in-
clude Ukraine in that.

Third, the Senator is absolutely cor-
rect that there is talk in and among, in
Russia and among Russian leaders,
about no second round.

The Senator then went on to say that
under no circumstance should we give
them a veto right over any security
question. That is why I believe that the
amendment he is considering would be
very, very unwise. I think if he con-
cludes it is not in our overall interest,
and by that I mean including our rela-
tions with Russia not to have a second
round, we should not have a second
round. We should make that decision
ourselves. We should not preempt that
decision by essentially yielding to the
concern expressed by Russian leaders
today, because I respectfully suggest—
and who knows whether the Senator
and I will still be here; he may be, I
may not—when the full integration of
these three countries occurs, I predict
to you there will be a very different
circumstance in Russia 3 years from
today than there is today. It is not
static.

We assume that there is a dynamism
of what is happening in the West and in
Central Europe as if there is no dyna-
mism in Moscow or in Russia. I ac-

knowledge that could turn sour, but I
think there is even a better chance it
will turn positive.

I would not want us to preempt ahead
of time, prematurely, unnecessarily,
appearing to be yielding to the most
conservative elements in Russia, giving
them an upper hand in the debate in
the Duma, by us going on record of
first establishing the membership of
three new countries, and in the same
breath saying ‘‘but we will not do any-
more.’’ I guarantee you if that occurs,
I am prepared to bet any one of you
that within a 24-hour period that the
Duma is in session, you will have the
allies of Mr. Zyuganov standing on the
floor saying, ‘‘If only Yeltsin had done
what we did and told the Americans we
would not stand for a second round,’’
he would have gotten the result we got.
I respectfully suggest that if you don’t
want to expand, make the case in here.
If you don’t want to expand any fur-
ther, see to it that does not occur by
importuning our President and this
body, but not formally going on record
at this time to say that, yes, these
three, but no more for a time certain.
So I hope that answers the Senator’s
question.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I
might summarize, then the Senator’s
remarks earlier about Russia are con-
fined to the three under current consid-
eration?

Mr. BIDEN. Yes. If I may be precise,
when I said that I found no one of the
major political leaders in Moscow
viewing the expansion of NATO as a se-
curity threat to them, I was referring
explicitly to the first round. That in-
cluded the prospect of four nations at
the time, not just three. There was no
concern expressed by anyone to whom I
spoke, including the think tank folks
in the Russian-American—my friends
from Virginia or New York may re-
member what it was called.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Canadian-Amer-
ican.

Mr. BIDEN. The Canadian-American
department. Even among them, there
was no concern. As a matter of fact,
there was a sense of bravado when they
would say, ‘‘obviously, this is no secu-
rity threat to us, but. . . .’’ The ‘‘but’’
would come in and the ‘‘but’’ always
related to something along the lines of:
This is an attempt on your part to iso-
late us, an attempt on your part to
keep us from becoming full members of
the economy to the West; or this is an
attempt on your part to humiliate us,
but not a security threat.

So I was speaking to the prospect of
four nations, only three of which are
being invited here. I was not talking
about the Balts, Ukraine, Belarus, or
other countries that could, theoreti-
cally, come up in a 2nd, 3rd, 5th, or 15th
round.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
A 2nd, 3rd, 5th, or 15th round. It is in-
teresting that he mentioned four. This
round almost included that fourth
country.

Mr. BIDEN. Yes.
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Mr. WARNER. Madam President, at

some point in our debate, maybe the
Senator would opine as to how long be-
fore that fourth country, who just
missed this round by a hair, might be
considered for admission, and whether
or not this second round will come far
more swiftly than anyone at the
present time expects. It is for that rea-
son that my good friend, the senior
Senator from New York, and I have an
amendment, which at some point we
will call up, suggesting that this body
ought to go on record and have a mora-
torium attached, whereby a 3-year pe-
riod will elapse, should this body vote
this treaty accession, before the next
round.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I will
respond briefly. Speaking for only my-
self, I believe that my colleagues are
correct. There is no urgency to move to
the next round. But I point out that,
from my perspective, I think the posi-
tion we should be taking is not a for-
mal position that belies the principle
of saying anybody who is ready can
come forward; I say that we should say
that there will be no second round
until all these three nations are fully
integrated into NATO’s integrated
command structure. No one suggests
that is likely to occur in less than a
couple of years, and most think it will
be like it was for Spain, Turkey,
Greece, and like it was for Germany—
several years.

My deceased wife used to say some-
thing. I will never forget, when we were
a young married couple, we were visit-
ing another couple and we had two
young children a year and a day apart,
2 months old and 14 months old. We
were with this other couple we had
gone to school with and they had their
young child there. The husband and
wife began to argue about what college
they wanted her to go to, this 12-
month-old child. My wife, who had
great wisdom, said this as we were
riding home in the car: ‘‘Let’s make a
pact never to argue about anything
that requires a decision not to occur
for at least a decade.’’ So from that
point on, we used to say when we got
into an argument, ‘‘this is about col-
lege and they are only in grade
school,’’ and that was our code phrase
for, Look, when the time comes, we can
settle that; why fight about that? We
have enough to disagree on now.

I respectfully suggest that ‘‘this is
about college.’’ Let’s wait until that
time comes. Don’t prejudge it. Don’t
artificially set limits on it because
then you send a different message. I
want the Romanian Government,
which has been on good behavior for
the first time in five decades or
longer—I want the Romanian Govern-
ment out there, just like my 16-year-
old daughter, saying, ‘‘If I behave this
weekend, maybe I’ll get the car next
weekend.’’ I want the Romanian Gov-
ernment out there saying, No, it could
not happen tomorrow, or it may not
happen for a month, or for 3 years, but
I know it won’t happen if we don’t con-

tinue to treat this Hungarian minority
properly, et cetera. Why set these arti-
ficial limits? Let’s not argue about
what college our daughter is going to
go to when she is only 2 years old. It is
going to take 2 to 3 years to fully inte-
grate the three countries in question.
So I think the Senator will get his wish
regardless of whether or not an amend-
ment is passed. I just think we are beg-
ging for trouble by setting artificial
limits.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank my colleague. I am going to
make certain that I get these words
out of the RECORD and preserve them
for posterity that he feels it would be
many, many years before another
round comes. Perhaps during the
course of this debate he might com-
ment on why did the President of the
United States then encourage the Bal-
tics and have this agreement—what-
ever that agreement is called—issued
here, to the astonishment of many of
us just a matter of 2, 3 months ago.
Why did he throw that lifeline out?

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield,
he did not promise them anything. He
threw a lifeline out because the Euro-
peans threw no lifeline out, because the
Europeans didn’t do what my friend
from New York is encouraging them to
do. They did not step forward. They
were irresponsible in their unwilling-
ness to invite the Balts to become part
of the European Community. They fi-
nally, about a month and a half ago, at
the same time they kicked Turkey in
the teeth, extended a belated invita-
tion that is somewhat attenuated. But
that is the reason the President did
that.

We are looking for stability. Stabil-
ity. I don’t want anyone in the Balts, I
don’t want anyone in Ukraine, I don’t
even want anyone in Belarus, which is
still a totalitarian country, concluding
that there is no hope. I don’t want to
falsely hold out hope for them. The
reason why, I assume, the President
said what he said relative to the Balts
was to dampen, not to inflame the de-
bate here about whether or not the
Balts were being shortchanged by not
being brought in. I have just been
handed something by my staff here,
and I have been here so long I need
glasses. It must be very insightful.

Mr. WARNER. It is probably from
the Baltic charter, which is rather——

Mr. BIDEN. But the Baltic charter
didn’t promise NATO membership to
Estonia, Latvia, or Lithuania.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE, OFFICE OF THE PRESS
SECRETARY, JANUARY 16, 1998

A CHARTER OF PARTNERSHIP AMONG THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE RE-
PUBLIC OF ESTONIA, REPUBLIC OF LATVIA,
AND REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

PREAMBLE

The United States of America, the Repub-
lic of Estonia, the Republic of Latvia, and

the Republic of Lithuania, hereafter referred
to as Partners.

Sharing a common vision of a peaceful and
increasingly integrated Europe, free of divi-
sions, dedicated to democracy, the rule of
law, free markets, and respect for the human
rights and fundamental freedoms of all peo-
ple;

Recognizing the historic opportunity to
build a new Europe, in which each state is
secure in its internationally-recognized bor-
ders and respects the independence and terri-
torial integrity of all members of the trans-
atlantic community;

Determined to strengthen their bilateral
relations as a contribution to building this
new Europe, and to enhance the security of
all states through the adaptation and en-
largement of European and transatlantic in-
stitutions;

Committee to the full development of
human potential within just and inclusive
societies attentive to the promotion of har-
monious and equitable relations among indi-
viduals belonging to diverse ethnic and reli-
gious groups;

Avowing a common interest in developing
cooperative, mutually respectful relations
with all other states in the region;

Recalling the friendly relations that have
been continuously maintained between the
United States of America and the Republic
of Estonia, the Republic of Latvia, and the
Republic of Lithuania since 1922;

Further recalling that the United States of
America never recognized the forcible incor-
poration of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
into the USSR in 1940 but rather regards
their statehood as uninterrupted since the
establishment of their independence, a pol-
icy which the United States has restated
continuously for five decades;

Celebrating the rich contributions that im-
migrants from Estonia, Latvia, and Lithua-
nia have made to the multi-ethnic culture of
the United States of America, as well as the
European heritage enjoyed by the United
States as a beneficiary of the contributions
of intellectuals, artists, and Hanseatic trad-
ers from the Baltic states to the develop-
ment of Europe; praising the contributions
of U.S. citizens to the liberation and rebuild-
ing of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

Affirm as a political commitment declared
at the highest level, the following principles
and procedures to guide their individual and
joint efforts to achieve the goals of this
Charter.

PRINCIPLES OF PARTNERSHIP

The United States of America has a real,
profound and enduring interest in the inde-
pendence, sovereignty, and territorial integ-
rity, and security of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania.

The United States of America warmly wel-
comes the success of Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania in regaining their freedom and re-
suming their rightful places in the commu-
nity of nations.

The United States of America respects the
sacrifices and hardships undertaken by the
people of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to
re-establish their independence. It encour-
ages efforts by these states to continue to
expand their political, economic, security,
and social ties with other nations as full
members of the transatlantic community.

The Partners affirm their commitment to
the rule of law as a foundation for a trans-
atlantic community of free and democratic
nations, and to the responsibility of all just
societies to protect and respect the human
rights and civil liberties of all individuals re-
siding within their territories.

The Partners underscore their shared com-
mitment to the principles and obligations
contained in the United Nations Charter.
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The Partners reaffirm their shared com-

mitment to the purposes, principles, and pro-
visions of the Helsinki Final Act and subse-
quent OSCE documents, including the Char-
ter of Paris and the documents adopted at
the Lisbon OSCE Summit.

The Partners will observe in good faith
their commitments to promote and respect
the standards for human rights embodied in
the above-mentioned Organization for Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) docu-
ments and in the Universal Declaration on
Human Rights. They will implement their
legislation protecting such human rights
fully and equitably.

The United States of America commends
the measures taken by Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania to advance the integration of Eu-
rope by establishing close cooperative rela-
tions among themselves and with their
neighbors, as well as their promotion of re-
gional cooperation through their participa-
tion in fora such as the Baltic Assembly,
Baltic Council of Ministers, and the Council
of Baltic Sea States.

Viewing good neighborly relations as fun-
damental to overall security and stability in
the transatlantic community, Estonia, Lat-
via, and Lithuania reaffirm their determina-
tion to further enhance bilateral relations
between themselves and with other neighbor-
ing states.

The Partners will intensify their efforts to
promote the security, prosperity, and stabil-
ity of the region. The Partners will draw on
the points noted below in focusing their ef-
forts to deepen the integration of the Baltic
states into transatlantic and European insti-
tutions, promote cooperation in security and
defense, and develop the economies of Esto-
nia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

A COMMITMENT TO INTEGRATION

As part of a common vision of a Europe
whole and free, the Partners declare that
their shared goal is the full integration of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania into Euro-
pean and transatlantic political, economic,
security and defense institutions. Europe
will not be fully secure unless Estonia, Lat-
via, and Lithuania each are secure.

The Partners reaffirm their commitment
to the principle, established in the Helsinki
Final Act, repeated in the Budapest and Lis-
bon OSCE summit declarations, and also
contained in the OSCE Code of Conduct on
Politico-Military Aspects of Security, that
the security of all states in the Euro-Atlan-
tic community is indivisible.

The Partners further share a commitment
to the core principle, also articulated in the
OSCE Code of Conduct and reiterated in sub-
sequent OSCE summit declarations, that
each state has the inherent right to individ-
ual and collective self-defense as well as the
right freely to choose its own security ar-
rangements, including treaties of alliance.

The Partners support the vital role being
played by a number of complementary insti-
tutions and bodies—including the OSCE, the
European Union (EU), the West European
Union (WEU) the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO), the Euro-Atlantic Part-
nership Council (EAPC), the Council of Eu-
rope (COE), and the Council of Baltic Sea
States (CBSS)—in achieving the partners’
shared goal of an integrated, secure, and un-
divided Europe.

They believe that, irrespective of factors
related to history or geography, such insti-
tutions should be open to all European de-
mocracies willing and able to shoulder the
responsibilities and obligations of member-
ship, as determined by those institutions.

The Partners welcome a strong and vibrant
OSCE dedicated to promoting democratic in-
stitutions, human rights, and fundamental
freedoms. They strongly support the OSCE’s

role as a mechanism to prevent, manage, and
resolve conflicts and crises.

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania each reaf-
firm their goal to become full members of all
European and transatlantic institutions, in-
cluding the European Union and NATO.

The United States of America recalls its
longstanding support for the enlargement of
the EU, affirming it as a core institution in
the new Europe and declaring that a strong-
er, larger, and outward-looking European
Union will further security and prosperity
for all of Europe.

The Partners believe that the enlargement
of NATO will enhance the security of the
United States, Canada, and all the countries
in Europe, including those states not imme-
diately invited to membership or not cur-
rently interested in membership.

The United States of America welcomes
the aspirations and supports the efforts of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to join
NATO. It affirms its view that NATO’s part-
ners can become members as each aspirant
proves itself able and willing to assume the
responsibilities and obligations of member-
ship, and as NATO determines that the in-
clusion of these nations would serve Euro-
pean stability and the strategic interests of
the Alliance.

The United States of America reiterates
its view that the enlargement of NATO is an
on-going process. It looks forward to future
enlargements, and remains convinced that
not only will NATO’s door remain open to
new members, but that the first countries in-
vited to membership will not be the last. No
non-NATO country has a veto over Alliance
decisions. The United States notes the Alli-
ance is prepared to strengthen its consulta-
tions with aspirant countries on the full
range of issues related to possible NATO
membership.

The Partners welcome the results of the
Madrid Summit. They support the Alliance’s
commitment to an open door policy and wel-
come the Alliance’s recognition of the Baltic
states as aspiring members of NATO. Esto-
nia, Lativia, and Lithuania pledge to deepen
their close relations with the Alliance
through the Euro-Atlantic Partnership
Council, the Partnership for Peace, and the
intensified dialogue process.

The Partners underscore their interest in
Russia’s democratic and stable development
and support a strengthened NATO-Russia re-
lationship as a core element of their shared
vision of a new and peaceful Europe. They
welcome the signing of the NATO-Russia
Founding Act and the NATO-Ukraine Char-
ter, both of which further improve European
security.

SECURITY COOPERATION

The Partners will consult together, as well
as with other countries, in the event that a
Partner perceives that its territorial integ-
rity, independence, or security is threatened
or at risk. The Partners will use bilateral
and multilateral mechanisms for such con-
sultations.

The United States welcomes and appre-
ciates the contributions that Estonia, Lat-
via, and Lithuania have already made to Eu-
ropean security through the peaceful res-
toration of independence and their active
participation in the Partnership for Peace.
The United States also welcomes their con-
tributions to IFOR, SFOR, and other inter-
national peacekeeping missions.

Building on the existing cooperation
among their respective ministries of defense
and armed forces, the United States of Amer-
ica supports the efforts of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania to provide for their legitimate
defense needs, including development of ap-
propriate and interoperable military forces.

The Partners welcome the establishment
of the Baltic Security Assistance Group

(BALTSEA) as an effective body for inter-
national coordination of security assistance
to Estonia’s, Latvia’s and Lithuania’s de-
fense forces.

The Partners will cooperate further in the
development and expansion of defense initia-
tives such as the Baltic Peacekeeping Bat-
talion (BaltBat), the Baltic Squadron
(Baltron), and the Baltic airspace manage-
ment regime (BaltNet), which provide a tan-
gible demonstration of practical cooperation
enhancing the common security of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania, and the transatlantic
community.

The Partners intend to continue mutually
beneficial military cooperation and will
maintain regular consultations, using the es-
tablished Bilateral Working Group on De-
fense and Military Relations.

ECONOMIC COOPERATION

The Partners affirm their commitment to
free market mechanisms as the best means
to meet the material needs of their people.

The United States of America commends
the substantial progress its Baltic Partners
have made to implement economic reform
and development and their transition to free
market economies.

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania emphasize
their intention to deepen their economic in-
tegration with Europe and the global econ-
omy, based on the principles of free move-
ment of people, goods, capital and services.

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania underscore
their commitment to continue market-ori-
ented economic reforms and to express their
resolve to achieve full integration into glob-
al economic bodies, such as the World Trade
Organization (WTO) while creating condi-
tions for smoothly acceding to the European
Union.

Noting this objective, the United States of
America will work to facilitate the integra-
tion of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania with
the world economy and appropriate inter-
national economic organizations, in particu-
lar the WTO and the Organization for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development
(OECD), on appropriate commercial terms.

The Partners will work individually and
together to develop legal and financial con-
ditions in their countries conducive to inter-
national investment. Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania welcome U.S. investment in their
economies.

The Partners will continue to strive for
mutually advantageous economic relations
building on the principles of equality and
non-discrimination to create the conditions
necessary for such cooperation.

The Partners will commerce regular con-
sultations to further cooperation and provide
for regular assessment of progress in the
areas of economic development, trade, in-
vestment, and related fields. These consulta-
tions will be chaired at the appropriately
high level.

Recognizing that combating international
organized crime requires a multilateral ef-
fort, the partners agree to cooperate fully in
the fight against this threat to the world
economy and political stability. Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania remain committed to
developing sound legislation in this field and
to enhance the implementation of this legis-
lation through the strengthening of a fair
and well-functioning judicial system.

THE U.S.-BALTIC RELATIONSHIP

In all of these spheres of common endeav-
or, the Partners, building on their shared
history of friendship and cooperation, sol-
emnly reaffirm their commitment to a rich
and dynamic Baltic-American partnership
for the 21st century.

The Partners view their partnership in the
areas of political, economic, security, de-
fense, cultural, and environmental affairs as
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contributing to closer ties between their peo-
ple and facilitating the full integration of
Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania into European
and transatlantic structures.

In order to further strengthen these ties,
the Partners will establish a Partnership
Commission chaired at the appropriately
high level to evaluate common efforts. This
Commission will meet once a year or as
needed to take stock of the Partnership, as-
sess results of bilateral consultations on eco-
nomic, military and other areas, and review
progress achieved towards meeting the goals
of this Charter.

In order to better reflect changes in the
European and transatlantic political and se-
curity environment, signing Partners are
committed regularly at the highest level to
review this agreement.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it is
signed by the President and the heads
of state of Estonia, Lithuania, and Lat-
via in mid-January, as a commitment
to a Europe that is whole and free,
based upon Western values and Baltic
integration into interlocking European
and transatlantic security institutions.

The key language on NATO member-
ship states:

The United States of America welcomes
the aspirations and supports the efforts of
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to join
NATO. It affirms its view that NATO’s part-
ners can become members as each aspirant
proves itself able and willing to assume the
responsibilities and obligations of member-
ship, and as NATO determines that inclusion
of these nations would serve European sta-
bility and the strategic interests of the Alli-
ance.

We said the same thing to the Rus-
sians and to every other country. I
might add, by the way, when I say the
President made the same commitment
for theoretic membership of Russia in
the alliance, people say, ‘‘Oh, my God,
how can you say that?’’ I would like to
take us back 40 years when NATO was
contemplating debate on this floor. If
someone would have said, ‘‘if the ad-
mission of Germany would enhance
stability, we would invite them,’’ they
would have been looked at like they
were crazy. Our goal is European sta-
bility, territorial integrity. I don’t
think the President’s actions in
fact——

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I
might remind my colleague, we are
having a colloquy, and he is responding
to questions. I appreciate the enthu-
siasm.

I simply say, Madam President, that
the Baltic charter—while it has a lot of
verbiage in there, I never said it was a
commitment. Let me tell you, Senator,
with that, our President slipped the en-
gagement ring on. I don’t know how
long it will come before that issue is
squarely before this Chamber to the ef-
fect that now the time has come to
admit those nations. If my good friend
will look at the map of Europe, as he
does, I think, on a daily basis, and see
that arch from Poland down through
Hungary, the Czech Republic, on down
through the next nations to be admit-
ted, Romania and Bulgaria, it’s an
arch. And just as the Iron Curtain was
dropped in the late 1940s by the Soviet
Union facing west, that ring of coun-

tries constitutes an iron ring now, en-
circling much of Russia.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Would my distin-
guished friend yield for a question?

Mr. WARNER. This is a good debate,
and I yield to the distinguished senior
Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. My friend spoke of
this arch dropping from Poland
through Romania and Bulgaria.

Mr. WARNER. I have said, Madam
President, an iron ring has now re-
placed the Iron Curtain. It flashed into
my mind as I was debating with my
distinguished colleague here that while
the Iron Curtain faced west, the ring
now faces east. I will deal with the
Russian planners who have to look at
this force that has moved now a border
400 miles east, with the accession of
these three nations, closer to Russia.
Every military planner has to look at
that force and advise the Russian
President today, tomorrow, and in the
future, as to what the capabilities of
that force are, no matter what the in-
tentions may be. I will return to that.

I yield back to my colleague for a
question.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I wanted to respond
to his wonderful, vivid image of an iron
ring surrounding Central Europe and
facing Russia. Would my friend not
agree—and of course, he will agree be-
cause it is a fact of geography—that
Russian territory will be within that
ring? The simple fact that Poland will
be in NATO means that Kaliningrad
will border NATO though it is cut off
from the rest of Russia. It is cut off, in
any event, by Lithuania and Belarus,
but I don’t have to tell the former Sec-
retary of the Navy that, other than
Sebastopol in the Black Sea, the main
port of what was the navy of the Soviet
Union is in Kaliningrad. We may ex-
pand NATO beyond that. Surely that
cannot but cause anxiety in Russia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank my distinguished colleague. I
think obviously history has to be in
our rearview window as we look toward
what we are about to do here in the
Senate. I thank him for that very valu-
able contribution. I want to now turn
to another question.

Mr. BIDEN. Will the Senator yield
for 60 seconds?

I point out to my friend from New
York that the border with Norway has
been there for 50 years. And Norway is
now providing aid and assistance to
Russia. They seem to be getting on
very well. It seems not to have caused
all that big a problem.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. A tiny border on
the Arctic sea.

Mr. BIDEN. A distinction.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Not a Naval base in

the Baltic.
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I

thank my colleague.
Now I proceed to another question to

my colleague from Delaware.
Madam President, for some reason we

have decided to go ahead. I am not here
to argue on the question of timing. But
one of the most valuable resources to

this debate is the studies undertaken
in the past by the NATO staff, and
which are still being undertaken.
NATO cannot tell us with certainty
what the costs are going to be. They
are going to issue another report in the
June timeframe, long after this debate
will be concluded and this body will
have made its decision. But in the cur-
rent NATO studies—again, they are all
classified, so I can’t bring them out.
But I think without breaching any
classification, I ask my good friend:
These studies are predicated on a 10-
year cost analysis and timeframe, but
it is a period of 10 years that NATO is
looking at for these three nations and
the subject of this accession. It is 10
years before they can bring the level of
their military professionalism, the
level of their military interoper-
ability—and for those following the de-
bate, I would say that is so we can talk
on the same radio and have com-
monalty among our weapons systems,
command and control, and the like—10
years before that level will be brought
up to the standards that will be accept-
able to our NATO forces.

I say to my good friend: What are his
estimates of the cost? What cost esti-
mates is he now putting to this Cham-
ber, to this U.S. Senate, on which we
can rely with that degree of certainty
as we undertake to commit the United
States, in our military budget, to fu-
ture costs associated with this expan-
sion of three nations?

And, as a subset to my question, will
he comment on France’s statement to
the effect that they will not bear any
added costs associated with this expan-
sion. Do I and do others interpret that
as saying that we are paying—the
United States of America today—26
percent of all the costs of NATO, and
that that will be a further added cost
to the American taxpayer occasioned
by the sustaining of France and meet-
ing whatever level of cost the Senator
is about to exchange with us for the
NATO expansion?

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, I will
attempt to respond. Please, I ask both
my colleagues. I have a very good
friend whose interest is more practical
in academics, and every once in a while
I will say, ‘‘Bob, do you understand
what I am saying?’’ And he will look at
me, and say, ‘‘JOE, I not only under-
stand, I overstand.’’ If I get into the
‘‘overstand’’ category, please let me
know if I am overresponding to what
you wish me to respond to.

But let me answer the French issue
first. It is always difficult, as my friend
knows, understanding what the French
mean. But the short answer to his
question is that France has changed its
view. France has publicly now said
that in fact it will now meet its share
of the expansion cost.

Second, on the first question asked
about target goals, I remind my friend
of a little bit of history; that is, that it
is important to note that Greece, Tur-
key, Germany, and Spain were admit-
ted to NATO without any target force
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goal, and that no ally meets—including
us—100 percent of the target force goal
now, No. 1.

No. 2, to the extent that the three
new applicants are committing to and
fulfilling their targets in advance of
accession is another demonstration
that their commitment to the alliance
and their capability to fulfill those tar-
get goals are, in fact, real, Poland has
stated that it will fulfill all the target
force goals that are due prior to acces-
sion. The Poles address the capabilities
of NATO military authorities to deter-
mine what NATO military authorities
have determined are necessary for new
members. Of the additional target
force goals over the planning period of
1999 to 2003, only a portion of them
have target dates that are applicable
prior to accession. Poland has also
stated that it will complete all the re-
maining target goals; the other nations
as well. And when you talk about the
target goals, the Senator makes it
sounds as though it will be 10 years be-
fore anything is done, 10 years before
all of these things are met. Many of
them will be met within the next 6
months; some will take as long as 10
years.

With regard to what number I am
using in terms of the cost of enlarge-
ment, I am using the figure $40 million
a year for the next 10 years. If you
want me to elaborate on that, I will be
happy to explain what I mean by how I
arrive at that and why I think the fig-
ure that has been put forward by NATO
is an accurate figure. But I do not want
to take the time of my colleagues, if
they wish to respond.

So I say to my friend, the figure that
I am using is the figure of $40 million
a year based upon a U.S. commitment
of $400 million over 10 years. That re-
flects roughly a 25 percent burden shar-
ing on our part for the costs of enlarge-
ment, the total cost being, over 10
years, roughly $1.5 billion. That is how
I arrive at our cost. I will be happy, as
I said, to go into detail on that if my
friends would like me to.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
am sure there will be further debate.
But I also point out that the Congres-
sional Budget Office came up with a
figure of $125 billion. The Senator is fa-
miliar with that. Of course, we recog-
nize that embraces some other aspects
of the cost, but, nevertheless, I think
in fairness to all parties, we are hand-
ing out blank checks. That is in the
words of my able colleague, Senator
SMITH, who used that phrase first as we
began to proceed on this thing.

Mr. BIDEN. Let the Record reflect
that I will not engage the Senator now,
but I totally disagree with that argu-
ment and that statement that we are
signing a ‘‘blank check.’’ It is nowhere
near a blank check. But I will be
happy, again, to engage at the appro-
priate time.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that two arti-
cles in today’s Washington Post—one
entitled ‘‘NATO Hopefuls Lag in Meet-

ing Requirements’’ and the other enti-
tled ‘‘Deciding NATO’s Future Without
Debate’’—be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 18, 1998]
DECIDING NATO’S FUTURE WITHOUT DEBATE

(By David S. Broder)
This week the United States Senate, which

counts among its major accomplishments
this year renaming Washington National
Airport for former president Ronald Reagan
and officially labeling Saddam Hussein a war
criminal, takes up the matter of enlarging
the 20th century’s most successful military
alliance, the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO).

The Senate just spent two weeks arguing
over how to slice up the pork in the $214 bil-
lion highway and mass transit bill. It will, if
plans hold, spend only a few days on moving
the NATO shield hundreds of miles eastward
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic.

The reason is simple. As Sen. Connie Mack
of Florida, the chairman of the Senate Re-
publican Conference, told me while trying to
herd reluctant senators into a closed-door
discussion of the NATO issue one afternoon
last week, ‘‘No one is interested in this
home,’’ so few of his colleagues think it
worth much of their time.

It is a cliche to observe that since the Cold
War ended, foreign policy has dropped to the
bottom of voter’s concerns. But, as two of
the veteran senators who question the wis-
dom of NATO’s expansion—Democrat Daniel
Patrick Moynihan of New York and Repub-
lican John Warner of Virginia—remarked in
separate interviews, serious consideration of
treaties and military alliances once was con-
sidered what the Senate was for.

No longer. President Clinton’s national se-
curity adviser, Sandy Berger, has pressed
Majority Leader Trent Lott to get the NATO
deal done before Clinton leaves Sunday on a
trip to Africa. When Warner and others said
the matter should be delayed until the Sen-
ate has time for a full-scale debate, Lott re-
fused. He pointed out that a Senate delega-
tion had joined Clinton at NATO summits in
Paris and Madrid last year (no sacrifice
being too great for our solons) and that there
had been extensive committee hearings.

Wrapping the three former Soviet sat-
ellites in the warm embrace of NATO is an
appealing notion to many senators, notwith-
standing the acknowledgment by advocates
that the Czech Republic and Hungary have a
long way to go to bring their military forces
up to NATO standards. As the date for ratifi-
cation has approached, successive estimates
of the costs to NATO have been shrinking
magically, but the latest NATO estimate of
$1.5 billion over the next decade is barely
credible.

The administration, in the person of Sec-
retary of State Madeleine Albright, has
steadfastly refused to say what happens next
if NATO starts moving eastward toward the
border of Russia. ‘‘The door is open’’ to other
countries with democratic governments and
free markets, Albright says. The administra-
tion is fighting an effort by Warner and oth-
ers to place a moratorium on admission of
additional countries until it is known how
well the first recruits are assimilated.

Moynihan points out that if the Baltic
countries of Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania,
which are panting for membership, are
brought in, the United States and other sig-
natories will have a solemn obligation to de-
fend territory farther east than the western-
most border of Russia. He points to a Rus-
sian government strategy paper published

last December saving the expansion of NATO
inevitably means Russia will have to rely in-
creasingly on nuclear weapons.

Moynihan and Warner are far from alone in
raising alarms about the effect of NATO en-
largement on U.S.-Russian relations. The
Duma, Russia’s parliament, on Jan. 23 passed
a resolution calling NATO expansion the big-
gest threat to Russia since the end of World
War II. The Duma has blocked ratification of
the START II nuclear arms agreement
signed in 1993 and approved by the Senate
two year ago.

George Kennan, the elder statesman who
half a century ago devised the fundamental
strategy for ‘‘containment’’ of the Soviet
Union, has called the enlargement of NATO
a classic policy blunder. Former senator
Sam Nunn of Georgia, until his retirement
last year the Democrats’ and the Senate’s
leading military authority, told me, ‘‘Rus-
sian cooperation in avoiding proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction is our most im-
portant national security objective, and this
[NATO expansion] makes them more sus-
picious and less cooperative . . . The adminis-
tration’s answers to this and other serious
questions are what I consider to be plati-
tudes.’’

Former senator Mark Hatfield of Oregon,
for 30 years probably the wisest ‘‘dove’’ in
that body, agrees, as do former ambassadors
to Moscow and other Americans with close
contacts in Russia.

To the extent this momentous step has
been debated at all, it has taken place out-
side the hearing of the American people. Too
had our busy Senate can’t find time before it
votes to let the public in on the argument.

[From the Washington Post]
NATO HOPEFULS LAG IN MEETING

REQUIREMENTS

(By Christine Spolar)
WARSAW, March 17.—As the U.S. Senate

moves toward approving NATO expansion,
the alliance’s three prospective new mem-
bers are quietly being told to step up basic
revisions to their military forces such as
English-language training of senior officers.

Diplomats and defense experts from Po-
land, Hungary and the Czech Republic ac-
knowledge that since they were invited to
join NATO last July their countries have
fallen behind in key areas designed to ensure
military compatibility with the West.

Training in English, NATO’s standard op-
erating language, is lagging in all three
countries. Nearly nine years after the fall of
communism in Eastern Europe, none of the
three armies has more than a few hundred
officers who have achieved a level of fluency
in English acceptable to NATO.

In addition, interviews with politicians,
analysts and military officers indicate each
country is having trouble meeting or main-
taining promised changes such as providing
for adequate civilian control of their mili-
taries, installing safeguards to protect NATO
secrets and modernizing their air defense
systems.

While the problems are not expected to de-
rail NATO’s plans to welcome the three
former Soviet Bloc countries as new mem-
bers next year, they have raised concerns
about their ability to meet their commit-
ments to the Western alliance.

‘‘I know many of our politicians are lying
to themselves and saying, ‘They tell us we
have to do these things but we probably have
more time,’ ’’ said Jiri Payne, a member of
the Czech Parliament and, until last year, a
deputy defense minister. ‘‘My feeling is that
people here still don’t understand how much
we need to change our system.’’

Poland, the largest NATO aspirant, has
been vexed by a dearth of civilians who want
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to work at the Defense Ministry. The Czech
Republic has yet to enact legislation to pro-
tect classified information and to define
military pay ranks. Hungary has delayed re-
quired purchases of radar air defense systems
in part because of bureaucratic inertia and
in part to see whether NATO would pick up
most of the tab.

‘‘Militarily, we’re not so behind,’’ said
Imre Mecs, head of the Hungarian par-
liament’s defense committee. ‘‘What we’re
lagging behind in is language and mentality.
The qualitative changes require a lot more
work, a lot more money and a lot more en-
ergy. And you don’t see the changes quick-
ly.’’

Language training is a significant barom-
eter to gauge how the three countries are
doing as they prepare for NATO accession.

In assessing applications for membership
last year, NATO settled on largely political
criteria. Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public were invited primarily because of the
progress they had made in creating stable
democracies and instituting market reforms.

None was expected to achieve overnight a
level of force modernization on par with
NATO standards. But they were asked to en-
sure that their armies were able to commu-
nicate with those of the alliance’s 16 other
members.

Over the past couple of years, each country
received hundreds of thousands of dollars in
U.S. aid for language labs, and support from
Canada and Britain for classes or instruc-
tion.

Last fall, U.S. Assistant Secretary of De-
fense Franklin Kramer underscored the need
for English training in testimony to the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations’ Committee. ‘‘English
language proficiency is a critical element of
NATO inter-operability,’’ he said, adding
that Poland, the largest NATO aspirant,
with 230,000 troops, expected to have 25 per-
cent of its officers proficient in English by
1999.

Results so far suggest Poland will have dif-
ficulty meeting that target. It has about 60
officers who are considered fluent by NATO
standards; it needs about 400 within the year,
according to Foreign Minister Bronislaw
Geremek.

Military officials in Hungary and the Czech
Republic claim as many as 300 officers are
fluent in English. Interviews with military
instructors familiar with the training, how-
ever, indicate the total is about one-third to
one-half that many. Hungary has yet to even
implement NATO English-language testing
standards.

Officials from all three countries claimed
last year that between 1,200 and 1,500 of their
soldiers speak English. Some officials said
they revised their numbers downward after
examining NATO standards.

Since the fall of communism, Poland has
been cited as the best argument for NATO’s
eastward expansion because of its size and
strategic location in the heart of Europe.
Eighty percent of Poles supported joining
the alliance. But within the military itself,
the idea was a tougher sell.

Before a trip to Washington last month,
Geremek said top NATO officials had been
frank about Poland’s need to improve officer
language training and to appoint more civil-
ians to key positions in the Defense Min-
istry.

‘‘Civilian control means we should have ci-
vilians in this department,’’ said one official
in the Defense Ministry who asked not to be
identified. ‘‘And we have a handful. With
what we have, it’s difficult to change atti-
tudes and mentality.’’

Lt. Gen. Ferenc Vegh, chief of Hungary’s
armed forces, said no former Warsaw Pact
army finds the change easy. ‘‘It’s clear
what’s supposed to be done,’’ he said. ‘‘But of

course we don’t have enough civilians to fill
the jobs.’’

One Hungarian Defense Ministry official
said that over the past six months he had of-
fered jobs to at least 20 people. They all said
no. They could earn four to five times more
in the private sector, he said.

Mr. WARNER. I see our distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from New
York, who has a corporate memory of
affairs beyond this border of our great
country, who is in the mold of that
great Senator Vandenberg who said
that ‘‘all politics stops at the water’s
edge’’—am I not correct on that?—I am
sure he can extol on that virtue, and I
have subscribed to that theory.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, if the
Senator will yield for a request, I ask
unanimous consent that Mark Tauber,
a State Department Pearson Fellow on
my staff, be accorded floor privileges
for the duration of the consideration of
the Protocols to the North Atlantic
Treaty of 1949 on Accession of Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic,
Treaty Document 105–36.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, I

would like to first thank my friend
from Virginia. We have reached across
the aisle to collaborate on two amend-
ments which we will offer at the appro-
priate time. Today we are engaged in
just some preliminary observations.

I will begin with the current event of
one of the more interesting aspects of
life in Moscow at this moment, which
is that it is in so many ways much
more open than the United States.
Their archives are open, and their na-
tional security plans are open. I do not
doubt there are closed elements as
well. But on December 17, the Russian
Federation issued Presidential edict,
No. 1300, entitled ‘‘The Russian Na-
tional Security Blueprint.’’

This is the kind of document that we
would not have gotten from Moscow in
the past. We can think of the famous
NSC–68, which was drafted early in 1950
and was so powerfully influential in
our affairs for many years. NSC–68 re-
mained secret for 30 years. By contrast,
the Presidential edict, No. 1300, was
published in Moscow’s official gazette
on December 26, 9 days after it was
issued. It is a disturbing document;
yet, in many ways it is an admirable
one in the clarity with which it sets
forth the exceptional difficulties facing
the Russian Federation at this point. It
speaks in its first paragraph that:

The Russian Federation National Security
Blueprint is a political document reflecting
the aggregate of officially accepted views re-
garding the goals and state strategy in the
sphere of assuring the security of the indi-
vidual and the state from external and inter-
nal threats of a political, economic, social,
military, manmade, ecological, informa-
tional, or other nature in the light of exist-
ing resources and potential.

It speaks of internal threats in the
context of the convulsions that have

occurred in that country within the
past decade. The forces which played
such a fundamental role in breaking up
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact.
It is a sober assessment of the threats
to Russian security.

Madam President, in this debate it
should be recorded that the national
security document, the guiding prin-
ciples of the Russian Federation, states
right up front:

The prospect of NATO expansion to the
east is unacceptable to Russia since it rep-
resents a threat to its national security.

That was drafted, or agreed to, on
December 17 and published December
26. It is a formidable document and an
extraordinarily candid one. It speaks
to the ethnic problems, it speaks to the
economic decline, it speaks to poverty,
it speaks to unemployment, and it
speaks to the nature of the Russian de-
fense forces.

They acknowledge that large por-
tions of their borders are undefended.
They acknowledge that their tradi-
tional conventional weapons systems
are deteriorated, if not in fact disfunc-
tional. And they say—and this is the
most difficult part—that they do have
nuclear weapons and, if necessary, they
will use them.

This is not the type of posture that
we had hoped for, after the long arms
control efforts from President Eisen-
hower’s time to START II. I was one of
the Senate observers to the START II
talks and the present Russian Ambas-
sador to the United States, who wrote
a very important article recently in
the Washington Post, was one of the
negotiators then. With START, for the
first time we agreed to build our nu-
clear forces down. Previous agreements
had really legitimated the respective
nations’ plans to increase their nuclear
forces. We reached that historic mo-
ment, and have been able to build on
that important achievement. Since
then, other historic treaties have also
been achieved, allowing eminent Sen-
ators, such as the Senator from Dela-
ware, to bring to this floor the Chemi-
cal Weapons Agreement, a very power-
ful, far-sighted document.

But now the Russian government
says, under the circumstances, we have
nothing left but nuclear weapons. We
are in serious difficulty. The prospect
of NATO expansion to the east is unac-
ceptable. The term is ‘‘unacceptable.’’
It is not a calculating document.

May I make this point twofold? I
would like to go back just a bit. There
is not one of us in this body who has
not paid some heed to the affairs of the
Soviet Union over time and the world
of communism over time. Yet rather
early on it began to occur to some of us
that all was not well in that arrange-
ment and that it was not going to re-
main permanent as was often pre-
sumed.

Just a short while ago, Arkady
Shevchenko documented—and his obit-
uary appeared in the principal national
papers. Arkady Shevchenko was the
second ranking official at the United



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2191March 18, 1998
Nations during the time when I had the
honor to be our Permanent Representa-
tive to the United Nations. Shevchenko
was a protege of Soviet Foreign Min-
ister Andrei A. Gromyko. He was on
anyone’s short list to succeed Gro-
myko. He held one essentially attrac-
tive position after another. There he
was, the Under Secretary General re-
sponsible for the Security Council,
about as important a position as you
will get in any diplomatic service and
particularly in that of the Soviet
Union.

Whilst I was at that post in New
York, Shevchenko defected to the
United States. It was a very closely
held matter. He simply passed a note in
a book in the General Assembly li-
brary, that he was thinking of defect-
ing. He was a man at the top of his
form. In the manner of the espionage
craft, we established that he had de-
fected and then left him in place for
some two and one half years, where he
remained in his position as Under Sec-
retary General whilst providing us in-
formation.

In Moscow they began to sense some-
thing was the matter and they began to
think a defector was in place. It even
got to the point where the Soviet Am-
bassador here in Washington, Anatoly
Dobrynin, another person of great stat-
ure in the Soviet system, came under
suspicion as the source of the security
leaks. Finally, they worked it out.
That is not too hard. You give three
messages to three different people and
you see which one the United States
gets. Shevchenko had to defect. He
later moved to Washington, where I got
to know him. I had known him some-
what at the United Nations, but I got
to know him better here.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the obituary for Arkady
N. Shevchenko be printed in the
RECORD, which is a way of saying good-
bye to someone who chose democracy.

There being no objection, the obitu-
ary was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the New York Times, March 11, 1998]
ARKADY N. SHEVCHENKO, 67, A KEY SOVIET

DEFECTOR, DIES

(By David Stout)
WASHINGTON, March 10—Arkady N.

Shevchenko, who stunned the world two dec-
ades ago when he became the highest-rank-
ing Soviet diplomat to defect to the United
States, died on Feb. 28 in obscurity in his
suburban home in Bethesda, Md. He was 67.

Mr. Shevchenko’s death was announced in
a brief statement by his church, St. John the
Baptist Russian Orthodox Cathedral in
Washington. By the time the world began to
learn of his death today, he had been buried
for three days.

Mr. Shevchenko’s body was discovered in
his home by a daughter, who had gone to
check on her father when she could not reach
him by telephone, the Montgomery County
police said, adding that there was no sign of
foul play.

The manner of his death could not have
been in more stark contrast to the fanfare
that greeted his defection to the United
States in April 1978. His decision to stay in
the United States and spurn his own country

caused a major diplomatic dust-up: the Ad-
ministration of President Carter was at that
time engaged in sensitive disarmament talks
with the Soviet Union and, as one American
official put it at the time, ‘‘This is the last
thing we need right now.’’

Mr. Shevchenko was Under Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations at that time, and
apparently on course to have a brilliant ca-
reer in the Government of the Soviet Union.
He was a protégé of the stone-faced Soviet
Foreign Minister, Andrei A. Gromyko, and
some diplomatic observers thought he had a
shot at one day succeeding his mentor.

As events would reveal, he was also a fig-
ure of contradictions, a man who wore dif-
ferent faces for different occasions and dif-
ferent people.

One West European diplomat at the United
Nations called him ‘‘a faceless functionary’’
whose habit of poking harmless fun at Soviet
officialdom did not detract from the fact
that he was a hard-line, doctrinaire Com-
munist with a built-in suspicion of all things
Western.

Only a handful of people at the Central In-
telligence Agency knew that Mr.
Shevchenko had been providing information
to the American Government for some two
and a half years before his defection.

One C.I.A. official who did know was F.
Mark Wyatt, who held various high posts in
the C.I.A. before his retirement. His spe-
cialty was shepherding Soviet agents who
wanted to help the United States.

‘‘Arkady was a friend of mine,’’ Mr. Wyatt
said tonight. ‘‘I am grieved.’’

Mr. Wyatt and other C.I.A. officials agree
that, while Mr. Shevchenko did not provide
sensational details of secret weapons or war
plans, he furnished valuable insights into the
thinking of people at the highest level of the
Soviet Government, many of whom he knew
personally.

There really were people in the Kremlin
who thought that the United States was con-
trolled by a cabal of Wall Street capitalists
in league with oafish Pentagon types with
stars on their shoulders, he told his
debriefers—first at a secret C.I.A. ‘‘safe
house’’ on East 64th Street in Manhattan
and, after his defection became public, in
more relaxed settings in New York City and
Washington.

Mr. Wyatt said he came to respect Mr.
Shevchenko greatly, convinced that his deci-
sion to turn his back on his country was not
based on greed but simply on his conviction,
as an educated Soviet citizen, that the
United States was a better place to live with
a better system of government.

On the eve of his defection, Mr.
Shevchenko told his aides he had to go back
to the Soviet Union to visit his gravely ill
mother-in-law. Instead, he had told a few
Americans of his decision to abandon his
country and his career. As Under Secretary
General, he was second only to Kurt Wald-
heim at the United Nations.

‘‘God, we got a big fish!’’ Mr. Wyatt recalls
one C.I.A. colleague exclaiming at the time.
Indeed, Mr. Shevchenko was considered the
C.I.A.’s top trophy of the 1970’s. An irony in
the case was that one C.I.A. agent who de-
briefed him was Aldrich Ames, who would
later betray the United States by selling se-
crets to the Soviets.

His first wife, Leongina, eventually com-
mitted suicide after returning to the Soviet
Union. He later married an American, but
she soon died of cancer, Mr. Wyatt said. Mr.
Shevchenko is survived by his third wife,
Natasha, a son and daughter and a step-
daughter.

In his first life, Arkady Nikolayevich
Shevchenko, a native of Ukraine, studied at
the Moscow State Institute of International
Relations, earning a doctorate in 1954, two
years before joining the Foreign Ministry.

His second life was more erratic. In 1978, a
Washington call girl charged publicly that
she had been paid by the C.I.A. to provide sex
for him. The publicity was shattering to
him, Mr. Wyatt recalled tonight.

But his book ‘‘Breaking With Moscow’’
(Knopf, 1985) brought him fame and prosper-
ity, and earned money on the lecture circuit
and as a consultant to research organiza-
tions.

Mr. Shevchenko complained at first that
some of his C.I.A. handlers were insensitive
to the trauma of defection. But he made
peace with his new country and became an
American citizen. ‘‘I was at the ceremony,’’
Mr. Wyatt said. ‘‘He was very happy.’’

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Madam President, if
I could say to my friend from Dela-
ware, that is when I became convinced
the Soviet Union would not last
through the 20th century. When a per-
son of Arkady N. Shevchenko stature
defects, it means the system is not
working. And it did not work. But
when it came apart, there is a propo-
sition in which Owen Harries, in a very
fine article in The National Interest,
cites British historian Martin Wight
who observed that ‘‘Great Power status
is lost, as it is won, by violence. A
Great Power does not die in its bed.’’

Of all the extraordinary events of the
20th century, nothing is more impor-
tant, more striking than the fact that
the Soviet Union and that whole world
empire died in bed. There was virtually
no bloodshed. The only bloodshed that
really took place occurred within the
remaining Russian Federation, with its
many different languages and regions,
when you began to get things like
Chechnya and the appearance of a Rus-
sian army that clearly was not capable
of fairly elementary military oper-
ations.

I say that is a beleaguered and trou-
bled society. And one that could have
resisted, in the first instance, the Pol-
ish defection. They could have resisted
others. They had an army; they had an
air force; they had nuclear strategic
and tactical weapons. They did not,
Owen Harries argued—a man, I must
say, of impeccable conservative creden-
tials—that there was an implicit un-
derstanding that we would not take ad-
vantage of what the Soviet Union was
allowing to happen to their empire.
They gave up everything they had
hoped for from 1917. They collapsed.
And they recognized their failure.

Again, we had been picking up things
like that in the mid-1970s. Murray
Feshbach, a distinguished demographer
here at the Bureau of the Census, noted
that life expectancy for Soviet males
was declining. It wasn’t working. It
was all a lie.

If I could relate one more event as a
bit of an anecdote but not without
some interest. Our distinguished Am-
bassador at the time has related it as
well. In 1987, I was in Moscow on a mis-
sion of possible importance. It had to
do with the infiltration of our new Em-
bassy with listening devices and things
like that. We were treated with great
courtesy. We were presented a wreath
at the tomb of the unknown soldier. We
visited Lenin’s tomb. We were shown
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Lenin’s apartment. I was struck; be-
hind Lenin’s desk there were four
bookshelves, two shelves of English
books and two of French. Now, I expect
they were put there for the delectation
of George Bernard Shaw and Lady
Astor in the 1930s, but still there they
were. And I recognized that I had met
three of those authors. I can not say I
was intimate with them, but I had met
them.

Two days later we called on Boris
Yeltsin, who was then a candidate
member of the politburo. This was Au-
gust, and he had the duty to stay in
town in August while the rest were off
in the Crimean. To be friendly, I said,
well, we were in Lenin’s apartment
looking over his books and I knew
three of those people. Isn’t that inter-
esting? And it was very clear, as the
U.N. Ambassador said, that Yeltsin had
never heard of any of these authors and
could care less; he hadn’t read a book
since he had left technical school.
There was not a person left in the po-
litburo who believed any of that.

I say to my friend from Delaware,
Yeltsin said to me, ‘‘I know who you
are. I know where you are from. And
what I want to know is how am I sup-
posed to run Moscow with 1929 rent
controls?’’ This was the level of ideo-
logical discourse.

It was a sick society, wounded. It col-
lapsed, died. And what is left is fragile,
and they have just formally proclaimed
both their vulnerability and their de-
termination that if NATO is expanded,
the no-first-use principle, which saved
mankind in the 20th century, is over
because all they have to defend them-
selves are nuclear weapons. It is a curi-
ously ironic outcome that at the end of
the cold war we might face a nuclear
Armageddon.

I leave it there. I have nothing more
to add at this moment.

But I ask, Madam President, if I
might have excerpts printed from the
Russian National Security Blueprint in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
EXCERPTS FROM RUSSIAN NATIONAL SECURITY

BLUEPRINT

(Moscow Rossiyskaya Gazeta in Russian 26
Dec 97)

[‘‘Russian Federation National Security
Blueprint’’ approved by Russian Federation
presidential edict No. 1300 dated 17 December
1997]

‘FBIS Translated Text] The Russian Fed-
eration National Security Blueprint (herein-
after the Blueprint) is a political document
reflecting the aggregate of officially accept-
ed views regarding goals and state strategy
in the sphere of ensuring the security of the
individual, society, and the state from exter-
nal and internal threats of a political, eco-
nomic, social, military, man-made
[tekhnogenyy], ecological, informational, or
other nature in the light of existing re-
sources and potential.

The Blueprint formulates key directions
and principles of state policy. The Blueprint
is the basis for the elaboration of specific
programs and organizational documents in
the sphere of ensuring the national security
of the Russian Federation.

1. RUSSIA WITHIN THE WORLD COMMUNITY

At present the situation in the inter-
national arena is characterized primarily by
the strengthening of trends toward the for-
mation of a multipolar world. This is mani-
fested in the strengthening of the economic
and political positions of a considerable
number of states and their integration-ori-
ented associations and in the improvement
of mechanisms for multilateral control of
international political, economic, financial,
and informational processes. While military
force factors retain their significance in
international relations, economic, political,
scientific and technical, ecological, and in-
formational factors are playing an increas-
ing role. At the same time international
competition to secure natural, techno-
logical, and informational resources and
markets is intensifying.

The formation of a multipolar world will
be a lengthy process. Relapses into attempts
to create a structure of international rela-
tions based on one-sided solutions of the key
problems of world politics, including solu-
tions based on military force, are still strong
at the present stage of this process.

The growing gap between developed and de-
veloping countries will also affect the pace
of and directions in the formation of a new
structure of international relations.

The present period in the development of
international relations opens up for the Rus-
sian Federation new opportunities to ensure
its security, but entails a number of threats
connected with the change in Russia’s status
within the world and the difficulties in car-
rying out internal reforms.

The preconditions for demilitarizing inter-
national relations and strengthening the role
of law in settling disputed interstate prob-
lems have been created and the danger of di-
rect aggression against the Russian Federa-
tion has decreased. All this opens up fun-
damentally new opportunities to mobilize re-
sources to solve the country’s internal prob-
lems.

There are prospects of broader integration
of the Russian Federation with the world
economy, including international credit and
financial institutions—the International
Monetary Fund, the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development, the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment. A trend toward increased cooperation
between Russia and a number of CIS member
states has emerged.

There has been an expansion in the com-
monality of Russia’s interests with many
states on problems of international security
such as countering the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction, settling and pre-
venting regional conflicts, countering inter-
national terrorism and the drugs business,
and solving acute global ecological problems,
including nuclear and radiation security.
This significantly increases the opportunity
to ensure Russia’s national security by non-
military means—by means of legal treaty,
political, economic, and other measures.

At the same time Russia’s influence on re-
solving cardinal questions of international
life which affect our state’s interests has de-
creased significantly. In these conditions the
desire of a number of states to weaken Rus-
sia’s positions in the political, economic, and
military spheres has increased.

The process of creating a model of general
and all-embracing security for Europe on the
basis of principles advanced in many re-
spects on Russia’s initiative entails consider-
able difficulties. The prospect of NATO ex-
pansion to the East is unacceptable to Rus-
sia since it represents a threat to its na-
tional security. Multilateral mechanisms for
maintaining peace and security at both the
global (United Nations) and regional (OSCE,

CIS) levels are still insufficiently effective,
which limits our potential when using such
mechanisms to ensure Russia’s national se-
curity interests by political and legal means.
Russia is in a certain degree of isolation
from the integration processes under way in
the Asian and Pacific region. All this is un-
acceptable to it as an influential European-
Asian power with national interests in Eu-
rope, the Near East, Central and South Asia,
and the Asian and Pacific region.

The positive trends in the internal develop-
ment of the state and society are still not
stable enough. The main reason for this is
the preservation of crisis phenomena in the
Russian economy. Production has declined
and its structure has deteriorated in com-
parison with the pre-reform period. Invest-
ment and innovation activity is declining.
Russia is lagging increasingly far behind de-
veloped countries in terms of science and
technology. Dependence on imports of food,
consumer goods, equipment, and tech-
nologies is increasing. The external and in-
ternal state debt is growing. There is an exo-
dus of skilled personnel form the sphere of
material production and from the scientific
sphere. The number of man-made emer-
gencies is increasing. The property strati-
fication of society is increasing, and the liv-
ing standards of much of the population are
declining. The level of crime and corruption
is still high.

The country’s economic, scientific, and de-
mographic potential is declining. The mar-
kets and raw material infrastructure of Rus-
sian industry have shrunk. Despite the un-
precedented increase in the share of GNP ac-
counted for by foreign trade, Russia’s inte-
gration with the world market often takes
place on terms that are not to our country’s
advantage.

Social accord has not been achieved, and
the process of establishing a unifying na-
tional idea that defines not only the philo-
sophical basis but also the long-term goals of
the development of multinational Russian
society and the main ways and means of
achieving them has not been completed.

The former defense system has been dis-
rupted, and the creation of a new one is pro-
ceeding slowly. Long unprotected sections of
the Russian Federation state border have ap-
peared.

At the same time Russia has all the pre-
conditions for maintaining and consolidating
its position as a power capable of ensuring
its people’s prosperity and playing an impor-
tant role in world processes. Russia possesses
a considerable economic and scientific and
technical potential which determines the
country’s capacity for stable development. It
occupies a unique strategic position on the
Eurasian continent and possesses consider-
able reserves of raw materials and resources.
The main institutions of democratic state-
hood and a mixed economy have been estab-
lished in the country. Measures are being
taken to stabilize the economy and create
the preconditions for production growth on
the basis of the structural restructuring of
industry. Russia is one of the biggest multi-
national states and has an age-old history
and culture and its own national interests
and traditions.

All these factors, bearing in mind that the
Russian Federation has a powerful nuclear
force potential, create the preconditions for
ensuring reliable national security for the
country in the 21st century.

II. RUSSIA’S NATIONAL INTERESTS

* * * * *
The Russian Federation’s national inter-

ests in the international sphere require the
implementation of an active foreign policy
course aimed at consolidating Russia’s posi-
tions as a great power—one of the influential
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centers of the developing multipolar world.
The main components of this course are: the
formation on a voluntary basis of an integra-
tion-oriented association of CIS member
states; the development of equal partnership
with the other great powers—the centers of
economic and military might; the develop-
ment of international cooperation in com-
bating transnational crime and terrorism;
the strengthening of those mechanisms of
collective management of world political and
economic processes in which Russia plays an
important role, and first and foremost the
strengthening of the UN Security Council.

An undoubted priority in Russia’s foreign
policy course is and will remain activities to
ensure the inviolability of borders and the
territorial integrity of the state and to pro-
tect its constitutional system against pos-
sible encroachments by other states.

The realization of Russia’s national inter-
ests in the international sphere is largely de-
termined by the nature of relations with the
leading powers and integration-oriented as-
sociations of the world community. The de-
velopment of equal partnership relations
with them accords with the Russian Federa-
tion’s status and its foreign policy interests
and is intended to strengthen global and re-
gional security and create favorable condi-
tions for our country’s participation in world
trade and in cooperation in the scientific-
technical and credit and financial spheres.

* * * * *
III. THREATS TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY OF

THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

A geopolitical and international situation
that is new to Russia, negative processes in
the country’s economy, the deterioration in
interethnic relations, and the social polar-
ization of Russian society create a direct
threat to the country’s national security.

The critical state of the economy is the
main cause of the emergence of a threat to
the Russian Federation’s national security.
This is manifested in the substantial reduc-
tion in production, the decline in investment
and innovation, the destruction of scientific
and technical potential, the stagnation of
the agrarian sector, the disarray of the mon-
etary and payments system, the reduction in
the income side of the federal budget, and
the growth of the state debt. An undoubted
threat is posed by the increase in the share
of the fuel and raw materials sector and the
formation of an economic model based on
the exportation of fuel and raw materials
and the importation of equipment, food, and
consumer goods, which could lead to the con-
quest of Russia’s internal market by foreign
firms.

These threatening phenomena are charac-
terized by an increase in the exportation
from Russia of foreign currency reserves and
strategically important raw materials along
with extremely inefficient or criminal utili-
zation of the profits, an increase in the exo-
dus of skilled personnel and intellectual
property from Russia, uncontrolled outflow
of capital, growth in the country’s depend-
ence on foreign producers of high-tech equip-
ment, underdeveloped financial, organiza-
tional, and information support for Russian
exports, and an irrational structure of im-
ports.

The decline in the country’s scientific and
technical potential leads to Russia’s loss of
its leading positions in the world, a fall in
the quality of research in strategically im-
portant areas of scientific-technical
progress, the decay of high-tech production
facilities, a decline in the technical standard
of physical production, an increase in the
probability of man-made disasters, Russia’s
becoming technologically dependent on the
leading Western countries, and the under-
mining of the state’s defense potential, and

makes it hard to achieve a radical mod-
ernization of the national technological
base.

A particular threat is created by the low
level of large-scale investment in the Rus-
sian economy. The economic revival of Rus-
sia is impossible without major capital in-
vestments in the strategic spheres of the
economy.

A threat to Russia’s security in the social
sphere, in consequence of the critical condi-
tion of the economy, is posed by the increase
in the proportion of the population living
below the poverty line, the stratification of
society into a small group of rich citizens
and the vast bulk of poorly-off citizens, and
the escalation of social tension.

* * * * *
The negative processes in the economy ex-

acerbate the centrifugal tendencies of Rus-
sian Federation components and lead to the
growth of the threat of violation of the coun-
try’s territorial integrity and the unity of
its legal area.

The ethnic egotism, ethnocentrism, and
chauvinism that are displayed in the activi-
ties of a number of ethnic social formations
help to increase national separatism and cre-
ate favorable conditions for the emergence of
conflicts in this sphere. Apart from increas-
ing political instability, this leads to the
weakening of Russia’s single economic area
and its most important components—manu-
facturing, technological, and transportation
links, and the financial, banking, credit, and
tax systems.

The factors intensifying the threat of the
growth of nationalism and national and re-
gional separatism include mass migration
and the uncontrolled reproduction of human
resources in a number of regions of the coun-
try. The main reasons for this are the con-
sequences of the USSR’s breakup into na-
tional-territorial formations, the failures of
nationalities policy and economic policy
both in Russia and in the CIS states, and the
spread and escalation of conflict situations
based on national and ethnic grounds.

Other factors are the deliberate and pur-
poseful interference by foreign states and
international organizations in the internal
life of Russia’s peoples, and the weakening of
the role of Russian as the state language of
the Russian Federation.

* * * * *
The threat to the nation’s physical health

is perturbing. Its sources lie in virtually all
spheres of the state’s life and activity and
are manifested most graphically in the criti-
cal state of the systems for health care and
the population’s social protection and in the
rapid rise in the consumption of alcohol and
narcotics.

The consequences of this profound sys-
temic crisis are the drastic reduction in the
birth rate and average life expectancy, the
deterioration in people’s health, the distor-
tion of the demographic and social composi-
tion of society, the undermining of man-
power resources as the basis for the develop-
ment of production, and the weakening of
the fundamental cell of society—the family.

This development of demographic proc-
esses is causing a reduction in society’s spir-
itual, moral, and creative potential.

Threats to the Russian Federation’s na-
tional security in the international sphere
are manifested via the attempts of other
states to counter Russia’s consolidation as
an influential center of the multipolar world
that is taking shape. This is reflected in ac-
tions aimed at destroying the Russian Fed-
eration’s territorial integrity, including ac-
tions involving the use of interethnic, reli-
gious, and other internal contradictions, and
also in territorial claims involving allusions
in individual cases to the lack of the precise

registration of state borders in treaties. By
their policy these states are seeking to re-
duce the Russian Federation’s importance in
the solution of key problems of the world
community and in the activity of inter-
national organizations. As a whole this could
lead to the limitation of Russia’s influence,
the infringement of its most important na-
tional interests, and the weakening of its po-
sitions in Europe, the Near East, the
Transcaucasus, and Central Asia.

The threat of the emergence or aggrava-
tion in the CIS states of political, ethnic,
and economic crises capable of delaying or
destroying the integration process is acquir-
ing special importance for our state. These
countries’ establishment as friendly, inde-
pendent, stable, and democratic countries is
extremely important to the Russian Federa-
tion.

Despite the positive changes in the world,
threats to the Russian Federation’s national
security remain in the defense sphere. Con-
sidering the profound changes in the nature
of the Russian Federation’s relations with
other leading powers, it can be concluded
that the threat of large-scale aggression
against Russia is virtually absent in the
foreseeable future. At the same time we can-
not rule out attempts at power rivalry with
Russia. The most real threat to Russia in the
defense sphere is posed by existing and po-
tential hotbeds of local wars and armed con-
flicts close to its state border.

The proliferation of nuclear and other
types of weapons of mass destruction and the
technologies for their production and means
of delivery poses a serious threat, primarily
in countries adjacent to Russia or regions
close to it.

At the same time the spectrum of threats
connected with international terrorism, in-
cluding with the possible use of nuclear and
other types of weapons of mass destruction,
is expanding.

The conservation or creation by major
powers (and their coalitions) of powerful
groups of armed forces in regions adjacent to
Russia’s territory remains a threat to Rus-
sia’s national security in the defense sphere.
Even when there are no aggressive inten-
tions with regard to Russia, these groupings
present a potential military danger.

NATO’s expansion to the East and its
transformation into a dominant military-po-
litical force in Europe create the threat of a
new split in the continent which would be
extremely dangerous given the preservation
in Europe of mobile strike groupings of
troops and nuclear weapons and also the in-
adequate effectiveness of multilateral mech-
anisms for maintaining peace.

The technological upsurge of a number of
leading world powers and the buildup of their
potential for creating new-generation arms
and military equipment could lead to a
qualitatively new stage in the development
of the arms race.

Threats to the Russian Federation’s na-
tional security in the defense sphere also lie
in the incomplete nature of the process of
the reform of the state’s military organiza-
tion, the continuing gulf between political
aims and their implementation in military
and military-technical policy, inadequate fi-
nancing for national defense the lack of
elaboration of modern approaches toward
military organizational development, and
the imperfection of its normative legal base.

At the present state this is manifested in
the extremely acute nature of social prob-
lems in the Russian Federation Armed
Forces and other troops and military forma-
tions and organs, the critically low level of
operational and combat training of the
troops (forces) and staffs, the intolerable de-
cline in the level of provision of the troops
(forces) with modern and promising types of
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weapons and military equipment and in gen-
eral in the reduction of the state’s potential
for safeguarding the Russian Federation’s se-
curity.

* * * * *
IV. SAFEGUARDING THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION’S

NATIONAL SECURITY

* * * * *
The main aim of safeguarding the Russian

Federation’s national security is the cre-
ation and maintenance of an economic, po-
litical, international, and military-strategic
position for the country which creates favor-
able conditions for the development of the
individual, society, and state and rules out
the danger of the weakening of the Russian
Federation’s role and importance as a sub-
ject of international law and the undermin-
ing of the state’s ability to implement its
national interests in the international arena.

The most important tasks for safeguarding
the Russian Federation’s national security
are: the boosting of the country’s economy
and the pursuit of an independent and so-
cially oriented economic course; the im-
provement of Russian Federation legislation,
the consolidation of law and order and the
sociopolitical stability of society, Russian
statehood, federalism, and local self-manage-
ment; the formation of harmonious intereth-
nic relations; the safeguarding of Russia’s
international security through the establish-
ment of equal partnership with the world’s
leading states; the consolidation of the
state’s security in the defense and informa-
tion spheres; the safeguarding of the popu-
lation’s vital activity in a technogenically
safe and environmentally clean world.

The basic principles for safeguarding the
Russian Federation’s national security are:
the observance of the Russian Federation
Constitution and Russian Federation legisla-
tion while implementing activity to safe-
guard national security; the unity, inter-
connection, and balance of all types of secu-
rity and the alteration of their priority de-
pending on the situation; the priority of po-
litical, economic, and information measures
to safeguard national security; the feasibil-
ity (considering available resources, forces,
and facilities) of the proposed tasks; the ob-
servance of norms of international law and
Russian laws when implementing measures
of an enforced nature (including those in-
volving the use of military forces); the com-
bination of centralized management of forces
and facilities for safeguarding security with
the transfer of some of the powers in this
field, in accordance with Russia’s federative
structure, to the organs of state power of the
Russian Federation components and the or-
gans of local self-management.

* * * * *
The implementation of the idea of national

and social accord will enable our country to
enter the new age as a power which has
achieved economic and spiritual progress
and enjoys a high growth potential based on
democratic principles of state structure, in-
ternal harmony of social relations, and re-
sponsibility for the maintenance of global
stability and stable development of
panhuman civilization.

The strengthening of Russian statehood
and the improvement and development of
federalism and local self-government are
most important tasks whose solution will
lead to the ensuring of the Russian Federa-
tion’s national security. The main objective
in this sphere is to elaborate and implement
a comprehensive approach toward the solu-
tion of legal, economic, social, and
ethnopolitical problems while ensuring that
the interests of the Russian Federation and
its components are observed.

The implementation of the constitutional
principle of people’s power, under which the

multiethnic people exercise their power both
directly and through organs of state power
and organs of local self-government, requires
the ensuring of coordinated functioning and
collaboration by all organs of state power, a
rigid vertical structure of executive power,
and unity of Russia’s judicial system. This is
ensured through the constitutional principle
of the separation of powers, the introduction
of a more clear-cut functional distribution of
powers among state institutions, and the
strengthening of Russia’s federal structure
by improving its treaty relations with Rus-
sian Federation components within the
framework of their constitutional status.

The strengthening of Russian statehood
presupposes the enhancement of the state’s
role in the basic spheres of social life, the
improvement of Russian Federation legisla-
tion as the universal basis of state activity
in the conditions of building a rule-of-law
state, the ensuring of the supremacy of the
Russian Federation Constitution and federal
laws over other legal acts, the formation and
development of organizational and legal
mechanisms to prevent breaches of the laws,
and the adoption and execution of state deci-
sions in crisis situations.

The building of a rule-of-law depends large-
ly on the correct definition and clarification
of the extent of the responsibilities and pow-
ers of organs of state power, the specific cat-
egories and status of promulgated normative
legal acts, the procedure for their amend-
ment or repeal, the improvement of the
mechanism and procedures for mutual rela-
tions between state and society, and the pro-
cedure for taking into account the interests
of Russian Federation components.

The protection of Russian federalism in-
cludes purposeful activity to block any en-
croachments on the country’s state integ-
rity, the system of organs of state power,
and the unity of Russia’s legal area.

The main objective of the protection of
Russian federalism is to prevent the trans-
formation of federal relations into confed-
eral ones.

The main avenues for the protection of
Russian federalism are: ensuring the suprem-
acy of federal legislation and, on this basis,
improving the legislation of Russian Federa-
tion components; elaborating organizational
and legal mechanisms to protect the state
integrity, the unity of the legal area, and the
national interests of Russia; developing and
implementing a regional policy which en-
sures the best possible way of taking federal
and regional interests into account; improv-
ing the mechanism for preventing the emer-
gence of political parties and public associa-
tions pursuing separatist and
anticonstitutional objectives and for block-
ing their activity; pursuing a considered and
balanced nationalities policy.

The efforts of society and the state in the
struggle against crime must be aimed at cre-
ating an effective counteraction system to
ensure reliable protection of the interests of
the individual, society, and the state.

The following tasks are paramount: to en-
hance the state’s role as guarantor of na-
tional security and to create the legal basis
necessary for this purpose and the mecha-
nism for its application; to strengthen the
system of law enforcement organs; to involve
state organs, within the limits of their pow-
ers, in activity to prevent illegal actions.

Glasnost is the most important condition
for a successful struggle against all mani-
festations of crime. Society is entitled to
know about the decisions and measures
adopted by organs of state power in this
sphere. They must be open, specific, and
comprehensible to all citizens, they must be
preventive, they must ensure the equality of
all before the law and the inevitability of

punishment, and they must rely on society’s
support.

* * * * *
A most important role in the preservation

of traditional spiritual values is played by
the activity of the Russian Orthodox Church
and the churches of other confessions. At the
same time, it is necessary to take into ac-
count the destructive role played by sundry
religious sects which inflict considerable
damage on Russian society’s spiritual life
and pose a direct threat to the life and
health of Russia’s citizens, and are often
used as cover for illegal activities.

Society’s spiritual rebirth is impossible
without enhancing the role of the Russian
language. Its proclamation as state language
and the language of international contacts
between the peoples of Russia and of CIS
member states is a most important factor for
unifying the people of multiethnic Russia.

* * * * *
Russia will firmly and consistently honor

its commitments in the sphere of reduction
and elimination of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and conventional armaments, will im-
plement measures to strengthen confidence
and stability and to ensure international
monitoring of deliveries of military tech-
nologies and dual-purpose technologies, and
will assist in the creation of zones free from
weapons of mass destruction.

The Russian Federation will also direct its
efforts in ensuring national security in the
foreign policy sphere into resolving problems
of international and economic cooperation,
first and foremost from the viewpoint of
strengthening its position in international
financial and economic organizations.

Ensuring the Russian Federation’s na-
tional security in the defense sphere is a
most important area of state activity and an
object of constant public attention. The
main aim of the practical activity of the
state and society in this sphere is to improve
the military organization of the Russian
Federation in order to ensure the potential
for an appropriate response to the threats
that could arise in the 21st century, in con-
junction with rational levels of expenditure
on national defense.

The nature of these threats requires the
clarification of the tasks of the Russian Fed-
eration Armed Forces and other troops, mili-
tary formations, and organs, the optimiza-
tion of their structure and composition, the
expansion of their professional nucleus, and
the improvement of the legal bases and plan-
ning mechanism for military organizational
development and the formulation of up-to-
date approaches to economic and financial
support for it in the light of the need to form
a collective security system within the CIS
framework.

Russia does not seek to maintain parity in
arms and armed forces with the leading
states of the world, and is oriented toward
the implementation of the principle of real-
istic deterrence, at the basis of which is the
determination to make appropriate use of
the available military might to avert aggres-
sion. In seeking to avert war and armed con-
flict, the Russian Federation gives pref-
erence to political, economic, and other non-
military means. However, until the nonuse
of force becomes the norm in international
relations, the Russian Federation’s national
interests require the existence of a military
might sufficient for its defense.

The Russian Federation Armed Forces are
the basis of the state’s military organiza-
tion. They play the main role in safeguard-
ing the Russian Federation’s national secu-
rity by means of force.

The most important task for the Russian
Federation Armed Forces is to ensure nu-
clear deterrence in the interests of prevent-
ing both nuclear and conventional large-
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scale or regional wars, and to implement al-
liance commitments.

In order to perform this task the Russian
Federation must have nuclear forces with
the potential to guarantee the infliction of
the required damage on any aggressor state
or coalition of states.

The protection of the state’s national in-
terests requires comprehensive counter-
action of military threats on a regional and
local scale. The Russian Federation Armed
Forces in their peacetime combat composi-
tion should be capable of ensuring the reli-
able defense of the country against air and
space attack and the performance of tasks to
rebuff aggression in a local war, and of de-
ploying a grouping of troops (forces) to per-
form tasks in a regional war. At the same
time the Russian Federation Armed Forces
must ensure the Russian Federation’s imple-
mentation of peacekeeping activity both in
its own right and within international orga-
nizations.

The interests of ensuring Russia’s national
security and the evolution of the geopolitical
situation in the world predetermine, in cer-
tain circumstances, the need for Russia’s
military presence in certain strategically
important regions of the world. The station-
ing of limited troop contingents (military
bases) there on a treaty basis and on the
principles of partnership should demonstrate
the Russian Federation’s readiness to fulfill
its alliance commitments, promote the for-
mation of a stable military-strategic balance
of forces in the regions, and give the Russian
Federation the potential to react to a crisis
situation at the initial stages of its emer-
gence.

* * * * *
A most important area in ensuring the

Russian Federation’s national security in
the defense sphere is the clarification and
optimization of the tasks of the system of
ensuring national security. In performing
tasks in preventing and countering internal
threats to the Russian Federation’s national
security, priority belongs to the Russian
Federation Ministry of Internal Affairs, the
Russian Federation Federal Security Serv-
ice, and the Russian Federation Ministry for
Civil Defense, Emergencies, and Natural Dis-
asters, which must have the appropriate
forces, resources, and organs capable of ful-
filling specialized tasks.

* * * * *
The Russian Federation examines the pos-

sibility of using military force to safeguard
its national security on the basis of the fol-
lowing principles: Russia reserves the right
to use all the forces and systems at its dis-
posal, including nuclear weapons, if the
unleashing of armed aggression results in a
threat to the actual existence of the Russian
Federation as an independent sovereign
state; the utilization of the Russian Federa-
tion’s Armed Forces must be effected in a de-
cisive, consistent, and planned manner until
conditions beneficial to the Russian Federa-
tion for the conclusions of peace are created;
the utilization of military force must be ef-
fected on a legal basis and only when all non-
military measures for resolving the crisis
situation have been exhausted or proved in-
effective; the utilization of military force
against civilians to achieve domestic politi-
cal objectives is not permitted. At the same
time, joint actions by individual formations
of the Armed Forces and other troops, troop
formations, and organs against illegal armed
formations posing a threat to the national
interests of the Russian Federation is per-
mitted in accordance with the Russian Fed-
eration Constitution and federal laws; the
participation of the Russian Federation
Armed Forces in wars and conflicts of dif-
ferent intensity and scale must be effected in

order to resolve priority military-political
and military-strategic tasks meeting Rus-
sia’s national interests and also its commit-
ments as an ally.

* * * * *
In current conditions of universal comput-

erization and the development of informa-
tion technology the significance of safe-
guarding the Russian Federation’s national
security in the information sphere is grow-
ing sharply.

The most important tasks here are: the es-
tablishment of the requisite balance between
the need for the free exchange of information
and permissible restrictions on its dissemi-
nation; the improvement of the informa-
tional structure, the acceleration of the de-
velopment of new information technologies
and their widespread utilization, and the
standardization of systems for the retrieval,
collection, storage, processing, and analysis
of information taking account of Russia’s be-
coming part of the global information infra-
structure; the formulation of an appropriate
statutory legal base and the coordination—
with the Federal Government communica-
tions and Information Agency Under the
Russian Federation President playing the
leading role—of the activity of federal or-
gans of state power and other organs resolv-
ing information security tasks; the develop-
ment of the Russian telecommunications and
information systems industry and the prior-
ity dissemination of these systems on the do-
mestic market in comparison with foreign
counterparts; the protection of state infor-
mation assets [resurs], primarily in federal
organs of state power and at defense complex
enterprises;

* * * * *
The Russian Federation intends to reso-

lutely and firmly strengthen its national se-
curity on the basis of both historical experi-
ence and the positive experience of the coun-
try’s democratic development. The legal
democratic institutions that have been cre-
ated, the structure of Russian Federation or-
gans of state power that has become estab-
lished, and the extensive participation of po-
litical parties and public associations in for-
mulating the strategy for safeguarding na-
tional security make it possible to safeguard
the Russian Federation’s national security
and progressive development in the 21st cen-
tury.

As Russia continues to develop and a new
system of international relations based on
equal partnership is formed and strengthens,
individual provisions of the Russian Federa-
tion National Security Blueprint will be aug-
mented, clarified, and concretized in the
Russian Federation president’s annual mes-
sages to the Russian Federation Federal As-
sembly.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I finally thank
my friend from Delaware for the civil-
ity with which this debate is taking
place. If David Broder is watching, I
am sure he is relieved—he wrote this
morning that there are things more
important than renaming airports—
that this debate has commenced. And
let it continue in this mode and we will
see how it comes out.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. BIDEN. While the Senator from

New York is in the Chamber—and I
have said this privately but also some-
times it is worth saying in public—
there quite literally is no one for whom
I have greater respect than the Senator
from New York. I think he is the single

most erudite, single brightest and the
single most informed person serving in
the Senate. I must tell you only he has
made me wonder even for a moment,
after 5 months of debating this with
myself, whether the resolution I have
reached with expansion is correct. Only
he has given me a twinge in his opposi-
tion. I mean that sincerely. He was
kind enough, after meeting with some
of our colleagues, to call me at my
home a couple weeks ago and to sort of
forewarn me—that was not the purpose
of the call—but forewarn me that he
may be settling on the position he has,
and I made my plea over the phone
with him. I kept him on the phone for
about 15 minutes making my argu-
ments why I thought we should expand.
And I got off the phone, and I turned to
my son, who knows of my admiration
for the Senator, and I said, I have been
around this place a long, long time.
Here I am on the phone trying to—and
I say this very respectfully—educate
the most informed man I know about a
position that I thought he was wrong
on. I was certain of my assertions on
the phone. And I hung up and I thought
for a brief moment, if he thinks that
way, I must be wrong. But I quickly
overcame that, and I would just sug-
gest that it is one of the rare occasions
I have disagreed with the Senator. So
it is not hard to be civil when you ad-
mire someone as much as I do the Sen-
ator. I promise I will not resort again
to such personal references, but I mean
it sincerely when I say to my friend
that I listen to everything he has to
say. I disagree with him on this.

I would make one comment—I know
he has to leave the floor—and then I
will yield the floor to my friend from
Rhode Island, because I have had plen-
ty of occasion to speak already today.

With regard to the document my
friend references, it does reference ex-
pansion of NATO. But I would respect-
fully suggest that, like many times in
human endeavors, the same conclusion
would have been reached had expansion
not been contemplated. I assert that
the demise of the Soviet—I doubt
whether my friend would disagree with
me—the demise of not only the Soviet
Union and the Soviet Army but the
Russian military had nothing to do
with the expansion of NATO.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No.
Mr. BIDEN. And I would further

argue, although I have not read the
document, that if the document is com-
plete, which it is asserted to be and I
believe it to be, that the strategic judg-
ment made to rely upon nuclear weap-
ons was arrived at in the same way
that NATO arrived at a similar judg-
ment 30 years earlier when we con-
cluded that we were not prepared or
able to keep 40 or 50 or 60 divisions in
Europe to meet a conventional attack
by our Warsaw Pact enemies.

That is a long way of saying that,
were we to announce that we were
ceasing and desisting from an effort to
expand NATO at this moment and went
on record, the strategic planners in
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Moscow, in my view, would be com-
pelled to reach the conclusion that
they reached in the document that was
posited on the Senate floor for the
RECORD today.

I do not in any way underestimate
the impact of damaged psyches on na-
tional policy. I do not in any way, in
any sense, underestimate that feelings
of isolation on the part of the Russian
military, the Russians, might produce
an extension of a position that other-
wise would have been reached anyway.
But I would conclude by saying I do
not believe that the strategic docu-
ment that the Senator spoke to today
is as a consequence—notwithstanding
that it mentions the expansion of
NATO—of the talk of expanding with
the inclusion of Hungary, the Czech
Republic, and Poland into NATO.

But my friend from Rhode Island has
another urgent meeting he wishes to
attend. I am happy to yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I, too, yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FAIRCLOTH). The Chair recognizes the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the treaty be con-
sidered as having passed through its
various parliamentary stages up to and
including the presentation of the reso-
lution of ratification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The treaty
will be considered as having passed
through its various parliamentary
stages up to and including the presen-
tation of the resolution of ratification,
which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Resolved, two-thirds of the Senators——

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the Resolution of Ratifi-
cation is printed in the March 6, 1998
edition of the RECORD.)
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2646

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, these
are requests I am making on behalf of
the leadership. I can only assume they
have been agreed to by the minority.

Mr. President, as in legislative ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that the
cloture votes with respect to the edu-
cation A+ bill occur beginning at 5:45
p.m. on Thursday, March 19.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the leader, I want to remind all
my colleagues that, under rule XXII,
all first-degree amendments must be
filed at the desk by 1 p.m. tomorrow
and second-degree amendments must
be filed by 4:45 tomorrow in order to
qualify under the ‘‘timely filed’’ re-
quirement postcloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROTOCOLS TO THE NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY OF 1949 ON AC-
CESSION OF POLAND, HUNGARY,
AND THE CZECH REPUBLIC

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the treaty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen-
ator from the great State of Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I wish
to speak on NATO enlargement and
wish to consume such time as nec-
essary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this is
a truly historic occasion. Today the
Senate begins debate on the ratifica-
tion of NATO enlargement. By ratify-
ing this treaty, we are building an un-
divided, peaceful, and democratic Eu-
rope for the new millennium. I stand
here to support NATO enlargement be-
cause it will make Europe more stable
and America more secure. It means
that the new democracies of Central
and Eastern Europe will share the bur-
den of European security.

It also means that future generations
of Americans might not have to fight
nor die for Europe. America has fought
and won three wars in Europe: World
War I, when an assassination in Yugo-
slavia led to years of bloodshed; World
War II, the bloodiest war in history
when thousands of Americans left fac-
tories and farms to fight on the battle-
fields of Europe; and we won the cold
war, when Soviet expansionism forced
us to prepare to defend Western Europe
when the captive nations of Eastern
Europe were forced behind the Iron
Curtain.

If NATO does not enlarge, the Iron
Curtain will remain permanent and the
unnatural division of Europe will live
on longer than the Soviet empire did.
As a Polish American, I and members
of my family have been waiting years
for this debate to occur. I know that
the Polish people did not choose to live
behind the Iron Curtain. They were
forced there by the Yalta agreement,
by Potsdam, and because they and the
Baltic States and the other captive na-
tions were sold out by the free world.

My great grandmother had three pic-
tures on her mantlepiece: One of Pope
Pius XII, because we were Catholic and
are Catholic, and that was her Pope;
my uncle Joe, who was on the Balti-
more City Police Department, and we
were so proud of what he had achieved;
and the other picture, of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, because of what he
had done for working people.

But after Yalta and Potsdam, my
great grandmother turned the Roo-
sevelt picture face down on her mantel
and she let it stay there until the day
she died because of what happened at
Yalta and Potsdam. That is why many
of us cannot forget the history of that
region, the placing of a nation and the

other nations, the captive nations, in-
voluntarily under the servitude and
boot heel of then the evil empire.

But my support for NATO enlarge-
ment is not based on nostalgia, nor is
it based on the past; it is based on the
future, and it is support as an Amer-
ican. I support NATO enlargement be-
cause I believe that it will make Amer-
ica and Europe more stable and more
secure. NATO enlargement means a fu-
ture in which the newly free and demo-
cratic countries will take their rightful
places as members of Europe. NATO
played an important role in securing
this freedom. It has been the most suc-
cessful defense alliance in world his-
tory. It is an alliance that helped us
win the cold war. It deterred war be-
tween the superpowers, and it has
helped prevent confrontation between
member states.

But if NATO is to survive, it must
adapt to meet the needs of the post-
cold-war world or it will become irrele-
vant.

NATO has evolved since it was cre-
ated in 1949. We have enlarged NATO
on three different occasions, and each
new member strengthened NATO and
increased security in Europe.

Today, we are facing very different
threats to security and stability in Eu-
rope. We have civil wars, as in Bosnia;
we have hot spots caused by ethnic and
regional tensions, as in Kosovo; we
have international crime, drugs, and
terrorism; and we have the very real
threat of the spread of weapons of mass
destruction. NATO must meet the
needs of these new threats, and I be-
lieve it will do so by changing and ex-
panding. Europe’s new democracies will
help us meet these challenges.

The countries of Central and Eastern
Europe want to help us address these
new threats. How many times have we
in the Senate discussed burdensharing
in Europe? How often have we com-
plained that European countries were
not willing to pay their fair share for
the European defense?

Now we have countries that are ask-
ing to share the burden. They are ask-
ing to pledge their troops and equip-
ment for the common defense. They are
asking to share the burden of peace-
keeping. In fact, they are doing it right
now in Bosnia, where there are thou-
sands of troops from Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic. Mr. President,
Hungary is a base camp for our troops
which enables them to be in Bosnia.
These new nations have even commit-
ted to joining us in Iraq to help us deal
with ending Iraq’s chemical and bio-
logical weapons program, which is
more than some of our allies.

These countries are not asking for a
handout; they are asking for a hand-
shake, a handshake to welcome them
into NATO. They are not asking for our
protection; they are asking to be full
partners in the new Europe and in the
new world order. By transforming
these countries into free-market de-
mocracies, they have earned this right.
These new democracies will contribute
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to America’s security by making NATO
stronger. They are adding troops and
equipment. They will provide addi-
tional strategic depth to NATO.

They will also provide the will to
fight for our values. Their history and
geography make them passionate de-
fenders of peace and democracy. They
know what it means to be occupied and
oppressed by tyrants. During the 19th
century, Poland was partitioned among
three countries. At the end of World
War I, she had a very brief moment of
democracy, and yet this is the nation
that sent its own men to help fight in
our war of revolution, went back to Po-
land and wrote the first parliamentary
constitution on European continental
soil, had an elected monarchy, and
began to establish a parliament when
many of the other countries had not
even been unified.

When we look at Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic, in the days
after Yalta and Potsdam, they rose
with gallantry in terms of their dis-
sident movement. We know about
Charter 77. We, of course, know about
Solidarity, and we know the role that
dissidents played. In fact, the three for-
eign ministers who came here each had
been in prison and even had suffered
public humiliation at being dissidents
in their own country.

What do they say when they come
here and come to NATO? They say they
will put our common values into ac-
tion. They will join with us in defend-
ing national security and our Western
values, whether it means peacekeeping
in Europe or preventing the spread of
weapons of mass destruction anywhere
in the world. They are ready for us. I
hope we are ready for them.

Opponents of NATO have very valid
concerns, and I would like to comment
on just a few.

First, opponents of enlargement
point to the cost. They say that NATO
enlargement has a cost, and they are
right. The new NATO members must
modernize their militaries and must
make them compatible with the NATO
systems. The new NATO members have
committed to pay this price.

There will also be a cost to the
United States. Our funding of NATO’s
common budget will increase. NATO
estimates that the total common budg-
et will increase $1.5 billion over 10
years. The American share will be $400
million, or $80 million a year. That is a
lot.

But, Mr. President, what is the cost
of not enlarging NATO? I believe the
cost of not enlarging NATO will be far
higher. What if we fail to enlarge
NATO? What will be the cost to Euro-
pean security? What will be the cost to
the new democracies of Eastern Eu-
rope? I can tell you, as a member of the
Senate NATO observer group, I met re-
cently with the foreign ministers of
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Repub-
lic, and I asked them these questions.

The Polish Foreign Minister
Bronislaw Geremek, a hero of the Soli-
darity movement, said Poland would

feel abandoned by the West and that
Poland would still pay to modernize
their military. In fact, in the absence
of belonging to NATO, they would
spend even more of their own money.
The Hungarian and Czech Foreign Min-
isters agree that they would have to
spend more money for defense if they
did not join NATO. Also, they would
form their own military alliances,
which would be very decidedly more
anti-Russian than NATO.

The other foreign ministers said that
by refusing to enlarge NATO, it would
give the hardliners in Russia a great
victory. The antidemocratic forces in
Russia would feel vindicated and proud
and would say that they themselves
stopped the expansion of NATO.

What would be the long-range cost to
America of failing to prepare NATO for
the 21st century? The cost would be in-
stability in Europe and the increased
chance of being pulled into yet another
conflict. The cost of preventive secu-
rity is always less than the cost of war.

I also will take a minute to discuss
the benefits of enlargement and weigh
them against the cost.

The strategic benefits of enlargement
are important. NATO enlargement will
create a zone of peace and stability
that includes Eastern Europe. It will
include NATO’s stabilizing influence to
more of Europe and reduce the chance
of aggression or conflict in Eastern Eu-
rope. Enlargement will bring peace and
security for Eastern Europe just as it
did for the West.

There are economic benefits. Europe
is America’s largest trading partner,
with $250 billion in a two-way trade
each year. Our new NATO partners will
increase trade opportunities. They are
building vibrant free-market econo-
mies. NATO brings stability, and sta-
bility brings prosperity. We are creat-
ing a prosperity zone.

In addition, there are benefits for de-
mocracy. The young military officers
of new NATO members are learning
from us, learning what it means to be
part of a democratic military, to be
under civilian control, to have a code
of conduct, also to have transparent
defense spending budgets, no secret po-
lice. They are also learning English.
When they leave the military, they will
bring these skills. They will bring a
sense of democracy. They will bring
great skills to the operation of their
free market. It is clear these benefits
of NATO enlargement far outweigh the
cost.

Let me conclude by saying this trea-
ty is very important, and treaty ratifi-
cation is one of our most fundamental
duties. We are extending our Nation’s
commitment to the collective defense.
We do not take this responsibility
lightly. We are extending our Nation’s
commitment to collective defense, the
so-called article 5. We do not take this
responsibility lightly, and in the very
best tradition of the Senate, we are ad-
dressing NATO enlargement as a na-
tional security issue, not as a political
issue.

I am delighted and proud to say that
NATO enlargement has been a biparti-
san process. I remember when we began
this debate some years ago with the
really wonderful leadership of Senator
Hank Brown of Colorado. It has truly
been supported by members of both
parties. We have worked closely with
the President and Secretary Albright,
and the Senate has been consulted
every step of the way. I am proud to
support NATO enlargement. By ratify-
ing this resolution, we are marking the
end of the cold war and we are also
marking the beginning of a new cen-
tury. We want the new century to be
rid of the repugnance of the old cen-
tury. We are laying the groundwork for
a new era of peace and stability.

Mr. President, before I yield the
floor, I note on the floor is a distin-
guished war hero, my colleague from
the State of Arizona. I was not here
yesterday to lend my wonderful tribute
to him on the anniversary of his re-
lease from a prison camp. I extend my
great respect to the senior Senator
from Arizona.

When I visited Vietnam, I saw where
they had taken the Senator prisoner.
Obviously, he is a guy who will never
let himself be taken prisoner. It is an
honor to serve with him in the Senate
and to enjoy these kinds of debates and
discussions. God bless. Godspeed. Mr.
President, I yield the floor.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I say to my dear friend from
Maryland, with whom I have had the
pleasure and honor of working on a
number of other foreign policy issues,
the Senator from Maryland and I were
heavily involved with the issue of Cen-
tral America when there was a struggle
for freedom and democracy going on
there. Due to her efforts and those of
so many of us who have been involved
in these issues, we now have a brighter
day in Central America.

What the Senator from Maryland
just articulated is a brighter day for
the people of the Czech Republic, Hun-
gary, and Poland. I thank her for her
remarks about me personally, but I ex-
press my even greater gratitude for her
continued leadership on issues of na-
tional security and foreign policy in
this body, for which she has accumu-
lated enormous respect and apprecia-
tion, as well as a fair amount of affec-
tion. I thank the Senator from Mary-
land.

I rise today to discuss the issue of
NATO enlargement about which this
body must vote in the near future. I
would like to stress three points: That
NATO enlargement is demanded by our
American values; that it is in the stra-
tegic interests of the United States;
and that efforts to delay a decision or
to mandate policy on other European
security issues through amendments to
the resolution of ratification are un-
necessary and potentially dangerous.
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These points were made very elo-
quently by our former majority leader,
Senator Bob Dole, in an op-ed pub-
lished today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator Dole’s article that
was published today in the Washington
Times be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the op-ed
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Times]
NATO TEST OF U.S. LEADERSHIP

(By Bob Dole)
For decades, the United States urged com-

munist leaders to ‘‘tear down the Wall.’’
Within the past 10 years, the people of East-
ern Europe have embraced liberty and under-
taken major reforms in their economies and
governments. Now the United States Senate
should take the next step toward ensuring
freedom and democracy for the people of Po-
land, the Czech Republic and Hungary by
ratifying the NATO enlargement treaty and
inviting them to join us in NATO.

American leadership on NATO enlarge-
ment is important to our security as well as
to the security of Eastern Europe.

At the Madrid Summit last July, President
Clinton and the other NATO leaders unani-
mously decided to invite Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic to become members
of the alliance, culminating years of efforts
by these countries to meet NATO’s strict
entry criteria. Last week, under the biparti-
san leadership of Sen. Jesse Helms, North
Carolina Republican, and Sen. Joe Biden,
Delaware Democrat, the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee overwhelmingly endorsed
NATO accession legislation by a vote of 16–
2. I hope the full Senate will follow suit
without delay.

Two world wars began in Europe, and strife
in Bosnia continues today. Expanding NATO
to include Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic will help ensure that new threats,
such as ethnic struggles and state-sponsored
terrorism, will be kept in check.

During the half-century that NATO has
helped guarantee peace in Europe, it has
added new members three times, including
Germany, Greece, Turkey and Spain. Each
addition made the Alliance stronger and in-
creased its military capability. Affirming
the military importance of NATO enlarge-
ment, 60 top retired U.S. officers—including
Colin Powell and four other former chairmen
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nine former serv-
ice branch chiefs, and top combat leaders
such as Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf—recently
signaled their support of NATO enlargement.
Their statement emphasized that the admis-
sion of Poland, Hungary and the Czech Re-
public will enhance NATO’s ability to deter
or defend against security challenges of the
future.

What these military leaders and many
other Americans understand is that no free
nation has ever initiated a war against an-
other democracy. Integrating the military,
economic and political structures of the Eu-
rope’s newest stable democracies into the
NATO alliance will help ensure that this re-
mains true in the 21st century.

Let me take the opportunity to address
four major concerns that critics have raised
in this debate. First, some senators have en-
gaged in a last-minute effort to postpone
consideration of the NATO accession legisla-
tion. But members of both parties and both
houses of Congress have already thoroughly
examined questions surrounding NATO en-
largement. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee alone has held eight hearings
with more than 37 witnesses, resulting in 550

pages of testimony. The case has been made:
NATO enlargement is in the interest of the
United States. It is time to make it a re-
ality.

Second, other critics in the Senate have
suggested placing conditions on NATO ex-
pansion, thereby ‘‘freezing’’ enlargement for
an arbitrary number of years. Like the ad-
ministration, I oppose any effort in the Sen-
ate to mandate an artificial pause in the
process. Such a move would send the wrong
message to countries in both the East and
the West, closing the door on current and po-
tential new allies—and perhaps tying the
hands of a future president.

Furthermore, freezing NATO’s membership
would create a destabilizing new dividing
line in Europe. Currently, non-member Euro-
pean nations cooperate extensively with
NATO through the Partnership for Peace
Program. But if nations believe the ultimate
goal of NATO membership is unattainable,
any incentive to continue democratic reform
will be substantially diminished.

The alliance’s open door commitment,
which has been supported by the United
States, has been an unqualified success. The
prospect of NATO membership has given
Central European countries a strong incen-
tive to cooperate with the alliance, strength-
en civilian control of the military, and re-
solve longstanding border disputes. All of
these advance U.S. interests. It would be a
mistake to abandon a policy that is clearly
achieving its objectives.

Third, some argue that NATO enlargement
has hurt or will hurt cooperation with Rus-
sia, or may even strengthen the hand of
hardline Russian nationalists. This has not
been borne out by the facts. Since the NATO
enlargement process began, President Boris
Yeltsin has been re-elected and many re-
formers have been elevated within the Rus-
sian government. Mr. Yeltsin pledged at the
1997 Helsinki summit to press for ratification
of START II and to pursue a START III ac-
cord. The Duma also ratified the Chemical
Weapons Convention and President Yeltsin
signed the NATO-Russia Founding Act, cre-
ating a new, constructive relationship with
the West.

The world has changed. The debate over
NATO expansion cannot be recast as an ex-
tension of the Cold War. I believe imposing a
mandated pause in NATO’s engagement
would appear to give Russia a veto over
NATO’s internal decisions, contrary to
NATO’s stated policy, and would strengthen
Russian extremists by enabling them to
claim that their scare-tactic objections
swayed the world’s most powerful military
alliance.

And last, some skeptics would rather allow
the European Union (EU) to take the lead in
building Central and Eastern Europe’s eco-
nomic and security structure. But with due
respect, NATO, not the EU, is the corner-
stone of European security, which is vital to
our own.

As the Senate considers this legislation to
allow Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic to complete their journey from com-
munist dictatorship to NATO membership,
we should consider the words of Czech Presi-
dent Vaclav Havel:

‘‘The Alliance should urgently remind
itself that it is first and foremost an instru-
ment of democracy intended to defend mutu-
ally held and created political and spiritual
values. It must see itself not as a pact of na-
tions against a more or less obvious enemy,
but as a guarantor of EuroAmerican civiliza-
tion and thus as a pillar of global security.’’

NATO protected Western Europe as it re-
built its war-torn political and economic sys-
tems. With Senate approval of NATO en-
largement, it can, and should, provide simi-
lar security to our allies in Central and East-

ern Europe as they re-enter the community
of free nations.

This is no time to postpone or delay ac-
tion. It is time to act so that other NATO
member countries can move ahead with rati-
fication knowing the United States is lead-
ing the way.

Mr. MCCAIN. First, Mr. President,
the morals and values we share as
Americans—protecting and promoting
human freedom and democracy—
strongly point toward bringing Hun-
gary, the Czech Republic, and Poland
into NATO.

For centuries, these territories were
fully integrated with the development
of modern Europe—politically, eco-
nomically, militarily, culturally, and
psychologically. But these countries
were unnaturally cut off from the West
in 1945 by the Iron Curtain that was
slammed down by the occupying Soviet
Red Army. The close ties to the West
of over a thousand years had been bro-
ken.

The people of Central Europe suffered
horribly under communism. Their po-
litical and economic development was
shattered. Arbitrary rule under a po-
lice state undermined normal relations
within society. Citizens were pressured
to inform on one another. Political
prisoners were held and tortured sim-
ply for demanding freedom.

Let us be clear, these countries were
forced into communism against their
will by an occupying power. In each
country—Hungary in 1956, Czecho-
slovakia in 1968, Poland in 1981—free-
dom-seeking citizens sought to break
free from the grip of Soviet-imposed
communism, and, as we know, they
were ruthlessly put down. While the
United States and NATO staunchly de-
fended freedom in the West, we could
do little in the East other than offer
our moral support, because the risk of
nuclear war was too great.

After decades of oppression, when the
Soviet Union itself began to decline,
the people of these three countries
again showed tremendous courage and
determination by seizing the oppor-
tunity to throw off the yoke of com-
munism. Hungary cut through the
barbed wire on the Austrian border and
allowed East German refugees to es-
cape to freedom. Vaclav Havel’s peace-
ful protests ushered out one of the
most repressive Communist regimes in
Central Europe through the ‘‘velvet
revolution’’ of 1989. The Solidarity
movement finally pushed the generals
and commissars out of power.

In all three countries, communism
was peacefully dismantled and replaced
with parliamentary democracy and free
markets. All three countries are now
thriving, both politically and economi-
cally. Individual rights and freedoms
are protected in both theory and in
practice. Institutions that guarantee
the rule of law are firmly entrenched.

These three countries now seek our
help in securing their newfound free-
dom for membership in NATO—just as
was done with Western Europe after
World War II. While there is no imme-
diate military threat, the Poles,
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Czechs, and Hungarians know from bit-
ter experience that they cannot afford
to wait until a new threat emerges to
protect their freedom.

Protecting freedom was the beacon of
our policy in Europe during the cold
war. It would be an incomprehensible
tragedy for us to abandon that stance
now when the opportunities for free-
dom in Central Europe are greater than
ever and the risks are far lower than at
any time during the cold war.

Second, beyond any moral argu-
ments, NATO enlargement serves stra-
tegic interests of the United States.
The national security of our country
still depends on a stable and secure Eu-
rope where democracy and free mar-
kets can flourish. This was the lesson
from two world wars and the reason we
created NATO in the first place.

Today, the U.S. economy is more
tightly tied to the rest of the world
than it was in 1949. Thus, America’s
well-being depends more than ever on
an environment of stable market de-
mocracies. NATO remains the only or-
ganization capable of guaranteeing se-
curity and protecting democracy in Eu-
rope.

Enlarging NATO will prevent the
emergence of a security vacuum in
Central Europe. Absent NATO, the
states of this region would have no
choice but to remain anxious about
historical animosities and worry of a
resurgent Russia. They would be forced
to seek security through national
means—creating the possibility of di-
verging military and security strate-
gies and raising the risk of miscalcula-
tion.

NATO enlargement guarantees that
there is a single, constructive focus to
security and stability in Europe—West,
Central, and East. Taking prudent
steps now—enlarging NATO gradually
to include these new democracies—will
reduce the likelihood of a conflict that
might later involve the United States.

More than just filling a vacuum,
NATO enlargement will ensure that
the security environment in Europe re-
mains conducive to U.S. interests, and
it will strengthen and expand our base
of support in Europe. Ratification will
enlarge the secure, democratic, pros-
perous space in Europe where countries
share our values and can act as mean-
ingful partners for the United States,
helping promote democracy, free mar-
kets, and security beyond the bounds
of NATO Europe itself.

Europe has already changed, and
NATO enlargement is necessary to ad-
just to these changes. Not ratifying en-
largement at this stage would isolate
NATO from the fundamental political
and economic changes that are reshap-
ing the continent. A stagnant NATO
would be relegated to the ‘‘dustbin of
history,’’ something the Soviet Union
sought and failed to achieve during the
cold war.

Equally distressing, failure to ratify
enlargement would undercut U.S. lead-
ership in Europe, with consequences
well beyond NATO itself. We would not

only be demonstrating that we are no
longer prepared to play the leading role
in European security, a role that has
served our common interests well for 50
years, but we would be undermining
the only meaningful organization in
Europe where the U.S. has a seat at the
table.

Moreover, voting against ratification
would deliver to hardline Russian na-
tionalists the victory they failed to
achieve through threats and intimida-
tion over the past several years. Re-
formers, who argue that cooperation
with the West is the only way to serve
the interests of modern Russia, would
be proved wrong. Instead, our action
would demonstrate that confrontation,
not cooperation, is the most effective
policy for Russia.

Mr. President, an extraordinary
array of the most senior foreign policy
and military leaders of this Nation
have spoken out in support of NATO
enlargement, including former Presi-
dent Bush, two former Vice Presidents,
eight former Secretaries of State, six
former Secretaries of Defense, five
former National Security Advisors, five
former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, nine former Chiefs of the Mili-
tary Services, and some 60 retired four-
star generals.

Mr. President, I ask that their dec-
laration of support for NATO enlarge-
ment be printed in the RECORD and
that the list of names be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A DECLARATION OF SUPPORT FOR NATO
ENLARGEMENT

The Senate is faced with a historic oppor-
tunity—to extend NATO membership to Po-
land, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. The
outcome of this vote will in large measure
determine the future of the NATO alliance
and whether it will continue to be a vital
force for peace and stability in the Europe of
the 21st century.

We believe that NATO has been the most
effective military alliance in history. It was
the centerpiece of the strategy that kept Eu-
rope secure and free during the darkest days
of the Cold War. Under its protection, West-
ern Europe recovered from the devastation of
World War II to enjoy 50 years of increasing
stability, prosperity, and freedom. Now, in
an expanded NATO, Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic can enjoy similar suc-
cess.

The situation in Europe is very different
than during the Cold War. But the need for
NATO remains. The admission of Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic will make
for a stronger NATO. It will strengthen
NATO’s ability to help Europe set aside old
quarrels and overcome a long history of con-
flict and war. It will eliminate a source of in-
stability that contributed to two World Wars
and could again become a source of con-
frontation and even conflict. It will enhance
NATO’s ability to deter or defend against the
security challenges of the future.

The admission of these three countries
into NATO is not directed against Russia.
Rather it is directed toward the stability of
Europe—stability that will benefit Russia as
much as anyone, and will ultimately facili-
tate a closer relationship between Russia
and the United States.

We believe that the cost of bringing these
three countries into NATO is manageable es-
pecially when compared to the potential cost
of not doing so—a Europe moving not toward
stability and peace but toward instability
and contention.

We believe that Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic will make a useful contribu-
tion to our common security. They already
possess credible military capability and are
engaged in adapting their armed forces to
the standards of the NATO alliance. They
have shown a willingness to participate in
collective defense by their contributions dur-
ing the Gulf War and the Yugoslav crisis. Be-
cause of their histories, these nations know
that freedom is not free. They take security
seriously. They will make good allies.

The upcoming Senate vote is fundamen-
tally a test of whether the United States will
stay engaged in the Europe of the 21st cen-
tury. Since the end of World War II, our na-
tion has expended enormous effort to build a
Europe of free and democratic states at
peace with one another. For the first time,
there is a realistic possibility of achieving
this goal. Now is not the time to turn our
back on this great project.

The lessons of history are clear. Two World
Wars and one Cold one have established be-
yond question that American security and
European security are inseparable. In the
aftermath of World War I, America turned
its back on Europe, only to have America’s
sons and daughters pay the price a genera-
tion later. We cannot afford to make that
mistake again.

The creation of NATO in 1949 took fore-
sight and determination to do what was
right. Today, the stakes are just as high. We
urge the Senate to reaffirm American en-
gagement in Europe by ratifying the admis-
sion of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Re-
public to NATO—to secure the peace, secu-
rity, and prosperity on which we all depend.

General Joe Ashy, USAF (Ret), Former
CINCUSSPACE/CINCNORAD.

General George S. Blanchard, USA (Ret),
Former CINC, USAREUR COMCENTAG.

General Walter E. Boomer, USMC (Ret),
Former Assistant Commandant, USMC.

General Michael P.C. Carns, USAF (Ret),
Former Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

General W.L. Creech, USAF (Ret), Former
CINCAFLANT.

Admiral William J. Crowe, USN (Ret),
Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General James Dalton, USAF (Ret),
Former Chief of Staff, SHAPE.

General Mike Dugan, USAF (Ret), Former
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, COMAAFCE.

Admiral Leon Edney, USN (Ret), Former
SACLANT.

General Ronald Fogleman, USAF (Ret),
Former Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

General Al Gray, USMC (Ret), Former
Commandant of the Marine Corps.

General Alfred G. Hansen, USAF (Ret),
Former AFLC Commander.

General Monroe Hatch, USAF (Ret),
Former Vice Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

General Charles A. Horner, USAF (Ret),
Former CINCSPACE/NORAD.

General Andrew P. Iosue, USAF (Ret),
Former ATC Commander.

Admiral David E. Jeremiah, USN (Ret),
Former Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General David Jones, USAF (Ret), Former
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General George Joulwan, USA (Ret),
Former SACEUR.

General P.X. Kelley, USMC (Ret), Former
Commandmant of the Marine Corps.

Admiral Frank B. Kelso, USN (Ret),
Former Chief of Naval Operations,
SACLANT.

General William L. Kirk, USAF (Ret),
Former CINCUSAFE/COMAAFCE.
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General Frederick Kroesen, USA (Ret),

Former CINC US Army Europe.
General William Livsey, USA (Ret),

Former CINC Combined/UN FORCES
KOREA.

General John Michael Loh, USAF (Ret),
Former Commander, Air Combat Command.

General David M. Maddox, USA (Ret),
Former CINC USAREUR.

General Robert T. Marsh, USAF (Ret),
Former Commander, AFSC.

General James P. McCarthy, USAF (Ret),
Former DCINCEUR.

General Charles McDonald, USAF (Ret),
Former AFLC Commander.

General Merrill A. McPeak, USAF (Ret),
Former Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

General Jack N. Merritt, USA (Ret),
Former U.S. Representative to NATO Mili-
tary Committee.

General James P. Mullins, USAF (Ret),
Former AFLC Commander.

General Carl Mundy, USMC (Ret), Former
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps.

General Wallace Nutting, USA (Ret),
Former USCINCRED.

LTC William E. Odom, USA (Ret), Former
Director, NSA.

General Glenn K. Otis, USA (Ret), Former
CINC US Army Europe.

Admiral William Owens USN (Ret), Former
Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General Binford Peay, USA (Ret), Former
CINC, U.S. Central Command.

General Colin L. Powell, USA (Ret),
Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General Bernard P. Randolph, USAF (Ret),
Former Commander, AF Systems Command.

General Robert H. Reed, USAF (Ret),
Former Chief of Staff, SHAPE.

General Robert W. RisCassi, USA (Ret),
Former VCSA/CINC UNC/USFK.

General Bernard W. Rogers, USA (Ret),
Former Army Chief of Staff and SACEUR.

LTG Edward L. Rowny, USA (Ret), Former
Special Advisor on Arms Control.

General Crosbie E. Saint, USA (Ret),
Former CINC USAREUR.

General H. Norman Schwarzkopf, USA
(Ret), Former CINC Central Command & Op-
eration Desert Storm.

General Robert W. Sennewald, USA (Ret),
Former CINC Combined/UN FORCES
KOREA.

General John Shalikashvili, USA (Ret),
Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General John Shaud, USAF (Ret), Former
Chief of Staff, SHAPE.

General John J. Sheehan, USMC (Ret),
Former SACLANT/CINC, USACOM.

Admiral Leighton Smith, USN (Ret),
Former CINC US Naval Forces Europe.

General Carl Stiner, USA (Ret), Former US
CINC, Special Operations Command.

Admiral William Studeman, USN (Ret),
Former Deputy Director, Central Intel-
ligence.

General Gordon Sullivan, USA (Ret),
Former Chief of Staff of the Army.

General John W. Vessey, USA (Ret),
Former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.

General Carl E. Vuono, USA (Ret), Former
Chief of Staff of the Army.

General Volney Warner, USA (Ret),
Former CINC, US Readiness Command.

General Larry D. Welch, USAF (Ret),
Former Air force Chief of Staff.

General J.J. Went, USMC (Ret), Former
Assistant Commandant, USMC.

General Ronald W. Yates, USAF (Ret),
Former Commander, AF Materiel Command.

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr., USN (Ret),
Former Chief of Naval Operations and Mem-
ber of Joint Chiefs of Staff.

THE NEW ATLANTIC INITIATIVE STATEMENT ON
NATO ENLARGEMENT

(Presented by Richard Holbrooke, Jeane
Kirkpatrick, Anthony Lake and Paul
Wolfowitz at the Andrew Mellon Audito-
rium, September 9, 1997)
The New Atlantic Initiative, an inter-

national network dedicated to revitalizing
and expanding Atlantic ties, released the fol-
lowing statement in support of NATO en-
largement on September 9, 1997. The state-
ment was released by Richard Holbrooke,
Jeane Kirkpatrick, Anthony Lake, and Paul
Wolfowitz at the Andrew Mellon Auditorium,
where the original North Atlantic Treaty
was signed in April 1949.

NATO was the bulwark of America’s suc-
cessful Cold War strategy of containment.
Largely due to NATO, Europe has enjoyed
more than fifty years without war among its
major powers, the longest such period in
modern history.

NATO succeeded not only by providing a
shield against aggression from without but
also by helping to knit together a commu-
nity of democracies in which old quarrels
faded, the civic culture of democracy sank
deep roots, and market economies prospered.

In part because of NATO’s success, the
Cold War has ended, and with it NATO’s
original mission. Its larger purpose of ensur-
ing peace and freedom in Europe and the At-
lantic region endures. To continue to fulfill
this purpose NATO is adapting to an undi-
vided Europe. NATO is no longer an anti-So-
viet alliance; nor should it engage in the
self-fulfilling prophecy of pre-selecting new
enemies. Rather it is defining itself in more
positive terms: as an alliance aiming to pro-
mote peace and stability in the Atlantic re-
gion, devoted to the spread and consolidation
of democratic ways in Europe, and capable of
protecting Western interests against such fu-
ture threats as may emerge. At bottom,
NATO remains a mutual defense pact, and
this solemn commitment gives all of its acts
a weight and seriousness that distinguish it
from other international organizations.

Crucial to this process of adaptation is
NATO’s willingness to admit new members
able to meet meaningful criteria of democ-
racy and military effort. Otherwise it will re-
main a relic of the Cold War of diminishing
relevance to the contemporary world. Admis-
sion to NATO will consolidate democratic
transitions, and the prospect of admission
will spur reform and the resolution of dis-
putes, as indeed has already happened. In ad-
dition, NATO has made clear its desire to de-
velop cooperative security relations among
all of the states of the Euro-Atlantic region
including Russia. Czech President Vaclav
Havel has put it: ‘‘NATO expansion should be
perceived as a continuous process, in which
the nations of Central and Eastern Europe
mature toward the meaning, values and
goals of the enlarged and revived alliance.’’

To those who say that the nations of cen-
tral Europe face no threat today, we say that
the most likely way to preserve this situa-
tion, which has been all too rare, is to extend
NATO to that region. To those who say that
the addition of these new members will
somehow dilute NATO, we say that Poland,
Hungary and the Czech Republic, where free-
dom is dearly cherished having been so re-
cently won, will add strength to NATO. To
those who say that expanding NATO will
draw new lines in Europe, we say that it will
erase old lines, relics of a bitter time, and
that NATO’s openness to additional acces-
sions means that new lines are not in fact
being drawn. To those who worry that Russia
will feel threatened, we emphasize that
NATO is a defensive alliance that threatens
no one and extends a hand of cooperation to
Russia.

The decision on NATO expansion is of his-
toric importance. The stakes are high. The
issue is clear. Admitting Poland, Hungary
and the Czech Republic into NATO will
strengthen the alliance, reinforce new de-
mocracies, renew the American commitment
to Europe, and reaffirm American leader-
ship. To turn back now would be a tragic
mistake.
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Mr. MCCAIN. Third, Mr. President,
because of the moral and strategic in-
terests we have in NATO enlargement,
it would be a grave mistake to endan-
ger ratification by delay or by using
amendments to the resolution of ratifi-
cation to mandate specific policies on
other separate European security
issues.

Some of our colleagues have argued
for making ratification contingent on
certain other matters of European se-
curity policy. I believe the enlarge-
ment of NATO warrants our support
without further condition.

The protocols on enlarging NATO are
short, simple documents that do noth-
ing more than extend the existing
NATO treaty, in effect for nearly 50
years, to Poland, the Czech Republic,
and Hungary. The protocols say noth-
ing about further enlargement, Russia,
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costs, the changing role of the alliance,
the EU, or intra-alliance disputes. Past
rounds of enlargement have gone for-
ward with little or no conditions at-
tached.

There is something to be said for
knowing this historical precedent as it
demonstrates the nonpartisan U.S.
commitment to NATO, the European
security, and to being a reliable part-
ner, setting the kind of example we
want our allies to follow on this and
many other matters.

Imagine our reaction if the par-
liament of one of our allies were to at-
tach conditions to NATO enlargement
that we would find unacceptable—for
example, restricting use of NATO des-
ignated forces in strikes against Iraq.

To the extent conditions are at-
tached, they must be of a nature so as
not to impede or slow down the ratifi-
cation of NATO enlargement, here or
in other Allied capitals. There are
many complicated issues at stake in
European security that demand our at-
tention, but these issues cannot and
should not be solved through hurried
words in the resolution of ratification.

We risk doing more harm than good
by mandating simplified solutions to
problems where there is need for more
thoughtful consideration and where
there is no consensus within this body
or among our country’s foremost ex-
perts. This applies in particular to
questions about NATO’s ‘‘new mis-
sions’’ and the alliance’s strategic con-
cept. Clearly, we need to pay close at-
tention to NATO’s growing out-of-area
role and its greater emphasis on peace-
keeping and crisis management.

In today’s world, no longer domi-
nated by an East-West divide in Eu-
rope, these new directions of NATO
make sense. Rather than seeking to
use a resolution of ratification to re-
strict development of these concepts in
NATO, we simply need to continue to
do our job in the Senate of exercising
oversight to ensure that NATO’s evolv-
ing strategic concept remains consist-
ent with our treaty commitments and
that the United States does not com-
mit to foreign military engagements
that do not have sufficient support in
the Senate and among the American
public.

I do not see the logic in a mandated
pause before future rounds of enlarge-
ment. It is scarcely necessary, given
there will be a de facto pause as the al-
liance absorbs the first round of new
members. The United States always
maintains a veto at NATO, and the
Senate always has the right of advice
and consent. All a pause would do is
needlessly tie our own hands and those
of a future President in the event a
qualified country that could make a
real contribution to NATO wanted to
join. Even worse, it would eliminate
the incentive other Europeans have to
spend now the resources necessary to
prepare for NATO membership in the
future. A mandated pause buys us
nothing we do not already have, yet
has real down sides.

Burdensharing is an issue of constant
concern and debate with our allies. It
is a long-term struggle for this country
to ensure that we bear only a reason-
able and fair share of the costs of our
common security through NATO. En-
largement itself already implies a
small reduction in the U.S. share of
NATO’s common expenses, although
the total dollar amount will go up as
NATO takes on new costs associated
with enlargement. But seeking to use
the resolution of ratification to man-
date further reductions in our share of
NATO expenses that have not been con-
sented to by our allies is simply an-
other way to try to scuttle enlarge-
ment.

I also fail to see the logic of tying
NATO enlargement to decisions by the
European Union about its enlargement.
Security is an issue in its own right,
independent of economics, and we need
to fill the security vacuum in Central
Europe, bind these countries to the
West, and guarantee a stable environ-
ment in Europe regardless of the state
of European Union enlargement.

Moreover, the European Union is
dragging its feet on enlargement. We
should not allow this foot-dragging to
delay our taking action to enhance se-
curity in Europe. The U.S. is not a
member of the EU and has almost no
influence over its membership deci-
sions. There is no reason for the U.S. to
abdicate to the EU the decisions about
which countries we will end up defend-
ing through NATO and when.

Finally, the EU is negotiating with
six candidates for future EU expansion.
Three of these countries are the same
as the three NATO invitees, but the
others include countries such as Cy-
prus and Estonia for whom near-term
NATO membership would be problem-
atic.

In my view, the resolution of ratifi-
cation, as currently drafted, addresses
most of the concerns that Senators
have raised in a responsible and
thoughtful manner. It does not impose
any unacceptable conditions. It calls
for a reaffirmation from the adminis-
tration on a few key points—the pri-
macy of the North Atlantic Council
vis-a-vis the NATO-Russia Permanent
Joint Council; the maintenance of col-
lective defense, not collective security
and out-of-area missions, as the core
mission of NATO; and the requirement
to keep the costs of enlargement under
control and shared equitably among
the allies. These are sound policy posi-
tions soundly formulated. Neither the
administration nor our allies should
have any difficulty supporting them.

Mr. President, there is no reason to
delay bringing this issue to a vote.
This issue has received more attention
in the Senate and in public discussion
than most other foreign policy issues
in recent memory. The proliferation of
op-eds, articles, studies, think-tank pa-
pers, and conference proceedings is as-
tonishing.

Over the past several years, the Sen-
ate has on 14 separate occasions,

through unanimous consent resolu-
tions, voice votes, rollcall votes, on
things such as the NATO Enlargement
Facilitation Act, repeatedly given a
strong endorsement to NATO enlarge-
ment. We even urged the administra-
tion to include one more country in the
enlargement talks that was ultimately
invited at Madrid.

Several Senate committees have held
hearings on NATO enlargement. The
Foreign Relations Committee has held
numerous hearings and published 552
pages of testimony about the issue.
This level of attention has been the
most extensive of any previous enlarge-
ment of NATO. Ratification of Spain’s
membership was done by a voice vote.
To say that there has not been enough
debate is to say that no amount of de-
bate will ever be enough.

The complaints that there has not
been sufficient debate—often coupled
with a request to postpone such de-
bate—instead seem like an effort by op-
ponents of enlargement to scuttle the
issue because they know a majority in
the Senate has considered the issue and
is prepared to vote in favor.

The issues before us are clear and
well defined. For the moral, strategic,
and practical reasons I have outlined,
the most important thing the Senate
can do now is to offer an overwhelm-
ing, positive ‘‘yes’’ vote on the enlarge-
ment of NATO— without crippling
amendments—to bring these countries
back into the Western fold forever. I
urge my colleagues to support the cur-
rent resolution of ratification with no
further amendments.

Mr. President, I thank the majority
leader. I thank his staff and others who
have contributed enormously to this
effort. I want to thank Senator BIDEN
and I want to thank Senator HELMS for
their efforts. Without their work, we
probably would not have gotten this
issue to the floor. The majority leader
has committed on this issue, and I ap-
preciate his leadership.

But I also cannot help but recall, Mr.
President, our former majority leader,
Bob Dole, whose op-ed piece appeared
in the Washington Times today. I will
not take the time in the Senate to read
the whole thing, but Senator Dole
sums up where he says—and I quote—

This is no time to postpone or delay ac-
tion. It is time to act so that other NATO
member countries can move ahead with rati-
fication knowing the United States is lead-
ing the way.

Senator Dole, throughout his long
and illustrious career here, always be-
lieved that the United States should
lead the way. With our vote in favor of
enlargement of NATO, the United
States will again, in the words of Bob
Dole, lead the way.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. CON. RES. 85

Mr. MCCAIN. As in legislative ses-
sion, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now proceed to the consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 85, submitted ear-
lier today by Senator NICKLES and oth-
ers. I further ask unanimous consent
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that no amendments be in order to the
resolution or preamble. I further ask
unanimous consent that total debate
time be limited to 60 minutes, equally
divided between the two leaders or
their designees, with 10 minutes of the
time allotted to the Democratic leader
being under the control of Senator
BIDEN. I finally ask unanimous consent
that following the expiration or yield-
ing back of time, the Senate proceed to
a vote on the adoption of the resolu-
tion, with no intervening action or de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware.
f

CALLING FOR AN END TO THE
VIOLENT REPRESSION OF THE
PEOPLE OF KOSOVO
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask that

the resolution on Kosovo be reported.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

INHOFE). The clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 85)

calling for an end to the violent repression of
the people of Kosovo.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the
United States in concert with its allies
must act immediately to prevent a re-
sumption of the brutal repression of
ethnic Albanians in Kosovo and to get
real—not sham—negotiations started.

The past two weeks have seen appall-
ing massacres of innocent ethnic Alba-
nians in Kosovo by heavily armed Ser-
bian paramilitary forces. Yugoslav
President Slobodan Milosevic’s black-
suited thugs used artillery, armored
personnel carriers, heavy caliber ma-
chine guns, and even helicopter
gunships to carry out their gruesome
work.

The pretext for their violence was an
ambush of Serbian policy by the secre-
tive Kosovo Liberation Army, which
left four policemen dead. But we know
that Milosevic had been planning mili-
tary action in Kosovo for months. He
was just waiting for an excuse to issue
the final orders.

Not only were supposed members of
the Kosovo Liberation Army murdered,
but scores of innocent civilians, includ-
ing women and children, were killed.

There is strong circumstantial evi-
dence indicating that many victims
were tortured before being put to
death. Demands by Kosovo Albanians
for outside forensic investigations be-
fore their kin were buried were cruelly
denied by the Serbs, who dumped the
corpses into mass graves.

Next, the world witnessed the spec-
tacle of survivors exhuming the bodies
of their loved ones in order to give
them dignified, Muslim burials.

Mr. President, this behavior is wor-
thy of the Dark Ages, not the end of
the twentieth century.

Having ordered these massacres and
ghoulish follow-up, Milosevic, true to
form, attempted to con world opinion.

He sent a delegation to Pristina and
offered to talk with the Kosovo Alba-
nians ‘‘without preconditions’’—except
for the little detail that the Albanians
would have to negotiate within the
framework of the Republic of Serbia.

In other words, the Kosovo Albanians
would have to give up their only bar-
gaining chip at the outset, namely
their demand for independence. Some
deal.

Moreover, the Belgrade Bully rubbed
salt in the wounds of the community
whom his storm troopers had just mas-
sacred by declaring that he would ne-
gotiate with the ‘‘Albanian minority,’’
meaning a minority in Serbia, not the
ninety percent majority they hold in
Kosovo.

No, Mr. President, this was not a se-
rious offer of negotiations. It was vin-
tage Milosevic ‘‘bait and switch.’’
Rather than beginning the necessary
quiet dialogue, he cynically tried to
make a public splash, while continuing
to repress.

Once again, the civilized world is
faced with a deadly serious challenge.

There is a real possibility that if
Milosevic in his Greater Serbian haze
tries to ‘‘ethnically cleanse’’ Kosovo of
its ethnic Albanian population, the vio-
lence could spread into a full-scale Bal-
kan War, cutting short the recent
progress we have made in Bosnia and
fracturing NATO. The cynical side of
me tells me part of why he moved when
he did was because of Bosnia.

Mr. President, I hope this time we
will act without having to have 4 years
of convulsions like we had on Bosnia,
even though it is a very different cir-
cumstance in terms of what is at stake.
It is not different in terms of the bru-
tality and the atrocities that have oc-
curred. It is time to act. The bipartisan
resolution I am cosponsoring is just a
beginning. I believe the United States
should immediately reimpose all finan-
cial sanctions against Serbia, except
for democratic assistance. We should
insist that Milosevic lift the repressive
martial law in Kosovo and withdraw
his storm troopers. The United States
must actively facilitate immediate
good faith negotiations between Bel-
grade and Kosovo without pre-
conditions as called for by the contact
group to which we belong.

If Milosevic does not unconditionally
come to the negotiating table by next
week, we should freeze Yugoslavian as-
sets abroad, attempting to exempt as-
sets in Montenegro whose new reform-
ist President has been cooperative in a
number of ways. Milosevic and his Ser-
bian colleagues should understand that
if the atrocities resume, and if he does
not protect lives, human rights, and
the autonomy of the people of Kosovo,
the pressure from the United States,
and hopefully others, will escalate.

I believe the President is right when
he suggests that no option should be
ruled out. Milosevic is a thug. He is the

President of a country but he is a thug.
He should be indicted as a war crimi-
nal. He should be tried at The Hague. I
reiterate what I told him to his face 4
years ago in his office when he asked
me what I thought of him. He is a war
criminal. He looked at me as if we were
having a civilized discussion and said,
‘‘And what do you think of me,’’ and I
repeat publicly what I said to him pri-
vately. I said, ‘‘I think you are a war
criminal and should be tried as such.’’
Unfortunately, I have never been more
correct than I was then. This guy is a
thug. We should make no bones about
who he is.

Mr. President, I hope that the con-
current resolution for which we have 1
hour of debate here, the concurrent
resolution that is introduced by Mr.
NICKLES, Mr. DODD, myself, Mr. HELMS,
Mr. LIEBERMAN and others, I hope we
pass it, and pass it swiftly.

I see my friend from Connecticut. I
yield the floor to my friend from Con-
necticut.

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleague
from Delaware for yielding.

While we are on this resolution intro-
duced by Senator NICKLES and I and
the distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware, my colleague from Connecticut,
Senator LIEBERMAN, and others, let me
commend the Senator for the very fine
way in which he is managing the effort
dealing with NATO expansion. I know
in a sense we are interrupting that de-
bate to consider this resolution.

Mr. President, I am very pleased to
be a principal sponsor, along with our
colleague from Oklahoma and others,
of this resolution. I think it is appro-
priate, in light of events we have all
seen in our newspapers and television
stations, events that have occurred in
Kosovo in the last couple of weeks, to
speak, to be heard. I think it is appro-
priate.

In this body we are oftentimes asked,
what do these resolutions mean? What
value do they have? People write reso-
lutions with a lot of language, and here
are calling for sanctions or expressing
outrage over behavior, and it seems
just like a lot of words.

I remember, Mr. President, very viv-
idly one of my first days in the Con-
gress of the United States and I had a
chance to meet with some refuseniks
from the Soviet Union. They were cou-
rageously trying to achieve religious
freedom for themselves and democracy
in the Soviet Union, a very repressive
regime. I remember raising the ques-
tion to a couple of these people, does
this have any real value when we speak
out with resolutions, and people were
wearing bracelets and so forth with the
names of refuseniks. And there were
those who questioned the wisdom of it,
‘‘Wasn’t it more sort of a lot of rhet-
oric without having much influence?’’ I
will never forget the response of these
people. They said, ‘‘You have no idea
how closely the world watches what
you say in America. When you speak
our names on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate, when you talk about us, you give
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us hope beyond belief. We live, we
exist.’’

People try to suppress the rights of
others or, worse, try to suppress the
rights of others by engaging in the
worst kinds of atrocities, as we have
seen in Bosnia and now Kosovo. They
need to know there are people who un-
derstand what is happening to them.

So it is entirely appropriate and
proper, Mr. President, that we take out
an hour today. There may not be many
who come here to address this issue,
but I am very confident that there will
be unanimous support for this resolu-
tion. There will be a vote on it in
which we will be heard expressing, I
think, the outrage of our constituents
across this country, regardless of
where we live, letting those who are
suffering know that their voices are
being heard, letting those who per-
petrate this violence and outrage know
that we know what is going on and we
will not forget it.

So to those who raise the issue of
whether or not these resolutions have
value, I believe they do. It doesn’t
mean that we are going to solve the
problem today or that we are going to
necessarily change events dramati-
cally. But we just might save a life or
two because of what we say or do here
today—maybe more than that. For
those reasons, I think it’s appropriate
and proper that we engage in a discus-
sion of what has happened in Kosovo
and to express our concern and outrage
about it.

It is a coincidence, in a way, Mr.
President, that brings us to this. Unbe-
knownst to me, my friend and col-
league from Oklahoma was working on
a resolution just as we were—sepa-
rately from each other. Last week, I
came to the floor with the idea that I
might offer such a resolution, and I
was told that Senator NICKLES, the col-
league of the Presiding Officer, had a
similar resolution he was working on.
Rather than having two resolutions or
trying to sort of paste a resolution to-
gether that afternoon, we worked to-
gether over the last several days and
came up with this resolution that we
have both sponsored and endorsed. We
will be asking all of our colleagues to
support this.

I thank Senator NICKLES and his staff
for their cooperation in working out
the language that we think will engen-
der the broad-based support of our col-
leagues. I know all of my colleagues
read the same reports that I have, Sen-
ator BIDEN has, and others have, detail-
ing the very gross violations that have
been perpetrated by the Serbian police
and paramilitary units against the peo-
ple of the Province of Kosovo, particu-
larly the ethnic Albanian community,
the overwhelming majority of whom
are Muslims. The Albanian community
makes up 90 percent of the province’s
population. More than 80 individuals
that we know about have lost their
lives in recent days, many of whom are
women and children. Others have lost
their homes and have been forced to

flee from their villages in search of ref-
uge.

Yugoslav President Milosevic, whom
my colleague from Delaware has very
appropriately and properly identified
as a thug, appears to be at the center,
once again, of this current tragic situa-
tion. Sometimes, Mr. President, we
don’t know who is responsible for these
events. We are outraged by them, but
it’s difficult to identify those respon-
sible.

I remember for years attending cere-
monies to recognize the cream of the
young Polish officer corps that had
been summarily executed in the forests
of Poland back during World War II.
There were allegations back and forth
as to who had committed the crimes,
the Soviets or the Nazis. That issue
was never resolved completely in the
minds of people until Mikhail Gorba-
chev opened up the files and we discov-
ered what many felt was the case—that
the Soviets in fact had been responsible
for that atrocity. But for years the de-
bate raged as to who was responsible.

On this issue, Mr. President, there is
no debate. We know directly who is re-
sponsible, who has ordered this, who
has tolerated it and who, in fact, sup-
ported and encouraged it, in my view.
That is President Milosevic. The world
needs to know that so that his name
will ring in the ears of coming genera-
tions as somebody who allowed this,
permitted it, encouraged it, and sup-
ported it happening in his country.
Once again, the forces under his con-
trol are murdering and intimidating
ethnic communities in the former
Yugoslavia.

As I said a moment ago, the majority
are largely of the Muslim faith. It was
reprehensible that Serbian police were
in such a hurry to cover up the evi-
dence of their heinous act and surrep-
titiously burying the dead without ac-
cording them the proper burial serv-
ices. Grief-stricken families bravely de-
fied Serbian authorities and dug up
their own dead—family members, their
own children, wives, sisters—so that
these people could be given an appro-
priate burial service, having been mur-
dered by these police, in keeping with
the Muslim religious beliefs and prac-
tices for the bodies to be facing to the
east. It is imperative that the inter-
national human rights observers, mem-
bers of the Red Cross, and independent
journalists be granted access to com-
munities in Kosovo to independently
investigate these recent killings. All
relevant evidence should be referred to
the International War Crimes Tribunal
for further investigation and prosecu-
tion as expeditiously as possible.

It seems to me, Mr. President, and to
those of us who sponsored this resolu-
tion, that it would be wrong for the
United States to remain silent in the
face of such despicable acts; hence, this
resolution today. If we were to do so,
we would simply, in our view, be en-
couraging Milosevic and his like to act
even more viciously and recklessly
than they have in the past, if that were

possible, to repress the democratic as-
pirations of the people of Kosovo. We
would also be running the risk that the
current conflict would spill over into
other countries and pose serious
threats to regional peace and security.
That must not happen.

Silence, in a sense, is almost the co-
conspirator of those who perpetrated
these crimes. So by raising our voices
here and hopefully expressing our
unanimous outrage at what is occur-
ring, we do not become the coconspira-
tors, if you will, of these atrocities.
Fortunately, President Clinton and
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright
focused very quickly on this matter. In
the context of the so-called ‘‘contact
group’’ established to monitor the situ-
ation in the former Yugoslavia, the
United States has sought to galvanize
the international community and to
speak with one voice on this problem
and to agree upon a course of action
against the Milosevic regime should it
continue its aggression in Kosovo.
Today, the Senate will endorse those
efforts, and the contact group specifi-
cally, by strongly supporting the pend-
ing resolution. Moreover, we would be
adding our voice to those who call for
the international community as a
whole to come together behind the ini-
tiatives of the contact group. If the
international community is prepared
to do that, it will improve the pros-
pects for a political solution to this
conflict before it grows even more un-
manageable.

Mr. President, our colleague from
Delaware started to read some of the
operative paragraphs in the resolve
clause of this resolution. I won’t go
through and read it all. It is in the
RECORD. It does call for a freezing of
government funds of Yugoslavia if we
don’t get compliance by March 25, over
the next 5 or 6 days, with the terms set
forth by the contact group. It also calls
for extremely strong monitoring ef-
forts by the appropriate international
groups.

This is not the end of this issue. If we
don’t see the proper responses in the
coming days, as I said a moment ago,
those of us who have seen and watched
the terrible tragedies that have tran-
spired here want our voices to be
heard. We want those in this country
who have family members there to
know that we care deeply about this.
We want those who may hear our
voices in the Albanian minority in
Kosovo to know that there are voices
here—people whose names they may
not know, faces they may not recog-
nize, people they may never meet, but
who will not be silent in the face of
their tragedy.

So, Mr. President, I urge colleagues
here to, in a strong bipartisan fashion,
support this resolution introduced by
Senator NICKLES, myself, and others, so
that this body, this U.S. Senate will,
on this day in March, express to the
people of the world, particularly the
people of Yugoslavia and Kosovo, that
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we hear their cries and we will do ev-
erything in our power to try to see to
it that this tragedy comes to an end.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on this resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I yield the

floor.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, while the

Senator from Connecticut is on the
floor, I will just say one thing. In this
case, I think he underestimates what
he has undertaken here and the impact
of it. This is more than merely a reso-
lution. It calls for a very specific ac-
tion. The truth of the matter is that,
according to my information, every
single time we have responded to
Milosevic’s thuggery, every single time
we have threatened action and/or taken
action, he has backed down. I happen
to think that the one thing that can
alter his conduct in Kosovo—because it
will reoccur again—the one thing that
he pays most attention to is his own
naked personal self-interest. He has
been playing on this Serbian national-
ism as communism has collapsed in the
former Yugoslavia like a harp. But
even his people are beginning to tire of
what he is doing. He has been spreading
lies and has been on Belgrade tele-
vision talking about the awful things
that are happening to Serbs—orthodox
Serbs—in Kosovo, which are not true.
He has been fomenting this kind of
awful conduct for some time.

I think, in addition to what we have
here in the resolution, that ultimately
we are going to have to face up to the
fact that he is a war criminal. We
should have him tried as one. I think
that will change his conduct more than
anything else.

But I compliment the Senator from
Connecticut for his initiative. In this
case, words count. I am confident that
if we are able to take this action, in
the sense that the administration fol-
lows through on the essence of the res-
olution here, that we can impact upon
the circumstances of Kosovo. We are
not asking for independence. We are
not dictating an outcome. We are dic-
tating an end to the conduct. I think
the answer lies in autonomy, which he
revoked in 1989. But that is to be nego-
tiated.

But I compliment the Senator on his
initiative. Words count here.

I yield the floor.
Is my friend seeking recognition?
Mr. WELLSTONE. I wonder if I could

speak on this resolution.
Mr. BIDEN. Parliamentary inquiry:

How much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

are 71⁄2 minutes remaining.
Mr. BIDEN. I yield 3 minutes to my

friend from Minnesota, and the remain-
der to my friend from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
could speak for 3 hours on this. But I

agree with Senator BIDEN from Dela-
ware. This is really one of the situa-
tions where words really do matter. I
fully support this resolution. I am glad
we are speaking out on it.

Several years ago I had a chance to
visit Kosovo. It was really an awe-in-
spiring trip. I, first of all, wanted to go
to the former Yugoslavia—I know Sen-
ator BIDEN visited there—on my own to
see what was in the holocaust taking
place; at least the genocide. I never
could get to Sarajevo. I never could fly
in. But I was able to eventually drive
from Zagreb to Belgrade. I met with
Milosevic. It was really the only meet-
ing I ever had with someone where I
wouldn’t shake his hand. We were talk-
ing about Kosovo. I was about to visit
there. He told me that people were very
happy there; that I would find out that
there had been a tremendous amount of
exaggeration. I couldn’t believe he said
that to me. It was just outright lying.
It was unbelievable.

I went to Kosovo and I met with peo-
ple who were involved in the non-
violence. As they said then, ‘‘We want
to do this in a nonviolent way.’’ But
time is not neutral. People can’t con-
tinue to bear their oppression. People
couldn’t go to medical school. They
couldn’t go to law school. There were
police everywhere. It was an absolute
police state where 90 percent of the Al-
banian people were oppressed by the
Serbs. This is not the best of what the
Serb people stand for. Now we have
this resistance. Now we have the people
in Kosovo who are taking a strong
stance.

I am opposed to terrorism. We are all
opposed to terrorism. Murder is never
legitimate. But I must say that I think
it is important that we get behind this
resolution, and I think it is important
that Milosevic know that there will be
pressure put on him, and that we are
serious about trying to support the
people of Kosovo. It is very important
that we do this.

I yield the floor.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Presiding
Officer be added as a cosponsor to this
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am told
by staff of the majority that there will
be some additional time available. If
the Senator needs more than the re-
maining 5 minutes, I am sure we can
arrange it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair,
and my friend and colleague from Dela-
ware. He and others, including the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, have just fin-
ished, and my friend and senior col-
league from Connecticut, who is the
lead cosponsor of this, has spoken quite
eloquently. I really in a sense say amen
to what they have said, and will add a
few words: First, pride that we have
put together a bipartisan resolution
here with original cosponsors: Senator

NICKLES, Senator DODD, Senator BIDEN,
Senator HELMS, myself, and Senator
LEVIN.

This speaks volumes about the facts
that we have learned. We have learned
most recently from the lessons of Bos-
nian history—the concern, the inac-
tion, the failure to be willing to use
force early—that you wonder about
whether the application of even diplo-
matic strength that was clear and reso-
lute would draw a reaction, and, as a
result in part, a lot of people suffered,
a lot of people died, a lot of bloodshed
occurred, and a wider war in Europe
was threatened.

When we finally acted—NATO
acted—particularly through the air in
1995, the Serbians, who were portrayed
as a monster, as an army difficult to
contend with in response to the appli-
cation of force by NATO from the air in
1995, basically found their way to Day-
ton, and the peace process began. That
has led to a much better state. We have
learned. We are acting quickly here.

We are building on statements made
by former President George Bush, the
so-called ‘‘Christmas statement,’’ in
which he stated quite clearly the vital
national interest that the United
States has in maintaining peace and
stability in Kosovo—that fear being, of
course, if we let that go, if we let the
Serbian minority continue to suppress
the Albanian majority, we will not
only have been untrue to our own
American principles of freedom and
self-determination but that we will
have turned our back on a situation
that is bound to explode. A people will
not long continue to accept the sup-
pression that the minority has visited
on the majority in Kosovo without
striking back—weakly in some ways
against a superior force but resolutely,
because that yearning for freedom ex-
ists within the hearts of people every-
where, and certainly in the hearts of
the Albanians in Kosovo.

That is exactly what is happening
now. The fear that President Bush ex-
pressed, which is a fear that has been
shared across both branches of our
Government and both parties, is that a
conflict in Kosovo, which is inevitable
under the current circumstances, will
lead to a wider conflict in Europe, and
once again the Balkans will be the
match that lights a fire that none of us
want to see occur.

That is why the exercise of leader-
ship by the contact groups—Secretary
Albright has been very strong, and
very purposeful in this regard—here re-
freshingly after the unhappy experi-
ences we had in the recent crisis in
Iraq, we stand side by side with all of
our major allies in NATO, and with
Russia apparently in urging more than
that; in expressing our willingness to
impose sanctions on the Serbs, if they
do not cease the suppression of the
human rights of the Albanian people; if
they do not come to the peace table.

With this concurrent resolution, the
U.S. Senate has the opportunity, which
I am confident we will take soon today,
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to express quite clearly: One, that we
condemn the Serbian Government in
the strongest possible terms for the
gross human rights violations against
its citizens, including the indiscrimi-
nate use of Serbian paramilitary police
units against the Albanian population
of Kosovo.

This is one of those stories that has
not been widely told. But the Albanian
people in Kosovo have been subject to
persistent, not just discrimination but
tyrannical exercise of power to deprive
them of their own self-expression, of
their own cultural expression, to some
extent even of their own religious ex-
pression.

We condemn terrorist actions by any
groups or any individuals in Kosovo.
We urge the international community
to respond affirmatively to the call of
the contact group for the imposition of
broad sanctions against Serbia if it
fails to prevent additional atrocities.
And we call on our own Government to
freeze funds of the Governments of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and
Serbia if they do not comply by March
25, 1998, with the terms set forth by the
contact group.

We ask our Government to demand
that the Serbian Government and the
ethnic Albanian leadership and rep-
resentatives of all ethnic and religious
groups in Kosovo immediately begin
unconditional talks to achieve a peace-
ful resolution to the conflict in Kosovo
and to provide for the exercise of le-
gitimate civil and political rights of all
people there.

Then we demand that the inter-
national human rights monitors, espe-
cially from the Red Cross, who were
forced to withdraw from Kosovo be al-
lowed to return immediately in order
to be able to report to the world on
human rights violations there.

This is a strong, unambivalent state-
ment not just of the concern about the
deprivation of human rights that we in
the Senate feel but of our sense of pur-
pose about using every element of
strength we have with our allies to
suppress the conflict and to put the
conflicted parties on the path to peace.
And that peace will have to recognize
the legitimate—indeed, the universal—
human rights of the Albanian people of
Kosovo.

Mr. President, I was intrigued by an
article I read in one of the newspapers
within the last week from Belgrade
which suggested that Serbian public
opinion in Belgrade is not behind the
policies of the current Milosevic gov-
ernment in Kosovo which they think
will lead to war. People in Serbia have
not fallen for the siren appeals to na-
tionalism—as I believe my colleague
from Delaware said, an attempt to im-
pose a sense of greater Serbian nation-
alism as not just an organizing prin-
ciple but a tyrannical principle to re-
place communism.

The people of Serbia are like people
everywhere else. They have been suffer-
ing under this leadership. Their econ-
omy is in terrible shape. Their lives are

not what they want them to be. Their
children have futures much darker
than they would like them to be. They
want there to be peace.

I read an article written by a Serbian
nationalist who said, ‘‘Kosovo is our
past; it is not our future. Our future is
here, to build a strong, vital, demo-
cratic, economically vibrant Serbia.’’
Let us hope that those voices are
heard. And I think when our voices are
heard in the Senate today, we will
make room for those more progressive
voices in Serbia and peaceful voices in
Kosovo to work their will so that the
conflict will be ended and self-deter-
mination will be the future.

I thank the Chair. I thank my friend
from Delaware for his continuing lead-
ership on these and so many other mat-
ters of vital interest to our country,
and I yield the floor.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I want to
express my strong support for the reso-
lution on Kosovo of which I am an
original cosponsor.

The actions of the Serbian special po-
lice, who take their orders from Ser-
bian strongman Slobodan Milosevic, in
indiscriminately attacking ethnic Al-
banians residents, including women
and children, in Kosovo last week are
an abomination. They remind us that
it was Milosevic’s desire for a Greater
Serbia that led to the countless inno-
cent victims in the war in Bosnia. If he
is allowed to go unchecked in Kosovo,
Milosevic will plunge the Balkans into
war again. That cannot be allowed.

The Contact Group, consisting of
France, Germany, Italy, Russia, the
United Kingdom, and the United
States, has been following events in
Kosovo closely for some time. On Sep-
tember 24, 1997, the Contact Group ex-
pressed its deep concern over tensions
in Kosovo and called on the authorities
in Belgrade and the leadership of the
Kosovar Albanian community to join
in a peaceful dialogue. I would also
note that in a Joint Statement dated
October 1, 1997, the United States and
the European Union Presidency strong-
ly condemned the use of force against
peaceful demonstrators in Kosovo and
called on the international community
to join in the condemnation.

The Contact Group repeated its call
for peaceful dialogue on January 8,
1998, and on February 25, 1998, but it
fell on deaf ears.

On March 8, 1998, the Contact Group
condemned the excessive use of force
by the Serbian police that resulted in
at least 80 fatalities and condemned
the repression of non-violent expres-
sion of political views. The Contact
Group noted that it was not endorsing
terrorism and condemned terrorist ac-
tions by any group. Additionally, it
called upon Belgrade to invite inde-
pendent forensic experts to investigate
the very serious allegations of
extrajudicial killings. The Contact
Group recommended a number of ac-
tions too numerous to detail here and
demanded that Milosevic must: With-
draw the special police units and cease

action by the security forces affecting
the civilian population. Allow access to
Kosovo for the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross and other humani-
tarian organizations as well as by rep-
resentatives of the Contact Group and
other Embassies. Commit himself pub-
licly to begin a process of dialogue,
with the leadership of the Kosovar Al-
banian community. Cooperate in a con-
structive manner with the Contact
Group in the implementation of the ac-
tions it recommended which require
action by the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia government.

The concurrent resolution, entitled
Calling for an end to the violent repres-
sion of the people of Kosovo, call for
the international community to re-
spond affirmatively to the call of the
Contact Group for the imposition of
broad-based sanctions against the Gov-
ernment of Serbia if it fails to prevent
atrocities by the police and para-
military groups or does not otherwise
comply immediately with the terms
set forth by the Contact Group.

Mr. President, Senator JACK REED
and I visited Belgrade in January 1997
and were impressed by the massive
demonstrations in favor of the opposi-
tion ‘‘Together’’ movement. The sev-
eral opposition parties and the stu-
dents found their common opposition
to Milosevic to be a rallying force. I
would note that the United States—Eu-
ropean Union Joint Statement of Octo-
ber 1, 1997 that I referred to previously,
went on to deplore specific actions by
Belgrade in removing Zoran Djindjic as
the mayor of Belgrade, replacing the
editor of Studio B television and pack-
ing the station’s managing board. It
held Milosevic accountable for at-
tempting to reassert political control
of the media in Serbia. That is the pat-
tern: take over the media, commit
atrocities, arrange for television to
only show violence against Serb police-
man, and then blame the whole situa-
tion on someone else.

Mr. President, I am pleased that the
Yugoslav War Crimes Tribunal began
its investigation last Tuesday of the
recent events in Kosovo. I am also
pleased that Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright announced last Friday
that the United States was making a
contribution of $1.075 million to sup-
port the Tribunal’s effort in Kosovo.

Mr. President, a reading of the con-
current resolution will reveal that
there are numerous references to
Slobodan Milosevic. That is no acci-
dent and we need to send a personal
message to him. I urge my colleagues
to vote for this resolution.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today as a co-sponsor of this concur-
rent resolution on the Kosovo crisis in-
troduced by my distinguished col-
league, Senator NICKLES. I want to
thank Senator NICKLES for taking the
lead in introducing this resolution on
the critical issue of Kosovo.

Many of us in the Senate already
know something about Kosovo. If the
international community doesn’t stop
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Slobodan Milosevic’s police and para-
military from using force and violence
to terrorize and drive out members of
the ethnic Albanian majority in
Kosovo, the American people will come
to know Kosovo all too well.

The bottom line regarding Kosovo,
reflected in this resolution, is that the
regime of Slobodan Milosevic in Bel-
grade continues to deal with the ethnic
Albanian majority with guns, knives,
and clubs instead of political dialogue.
Not having had his fill in Bosnia,
Milosevic’s regime seems prepared not
only to repress the Albanian majority
of Kosovo, to harass them, or to dis-
criminate against them because they
are not Serbs.

Now, he has begun to slaughter them.
In recent weeks, Serbian security
forces have taken the offensive in
Kosovo, allegedly going after those Al-
banians responsible for terrorist acts.
In so doing, at least 70 people have
been killed—men, women and chil-
dren—in some villages of central
Kosovo.

Last week, soon after U.S. envoy Bob
Gelbard left the region, the bodies of 50
people were removed from the local
morgue and bulldozed into a mass
grave, without consulting families and
in violation of basic human decency.
This could well have been an effort to
literally bury the evidence of war
crimes, because the International
Criminal Tribunal in the Hague has ex-
pressed interest and the families have
called for investigation by an inter-
national team of forensic experts.

These killings threaten far worse
crimes, including ethnic cleansing on a
scale similar to that in Bosnia. This
would pose not only a threat to re-
gional peace, but would be a slap in the
face for every state and every person
who has worked for peace in the Bal-
kans and justice for victims of past
ethnic cleansing.

What is the purpose of this recent vi-
olence? Is it to defend Serbian interests
from Albanian separatists? No. The
purpose is to build hatred, nationalism
and tensions in order to maintain and
enhance the power of the Milosevic re-
gime.

Milosevic will crack down on his fel-
low Serbs, whom he claims to defend, if
they threaten his rule. While Kosovar
Albanians may want to be independent
from Serbia, that fact cannot justify
massive, criminal repression. While
some Kosovar Albanians may be will-
ing to engage in violence to achieve
independence, that fact cannot justfy
brutal attacks on innocent people. And
while Serbia may want to keep Kosovo,
Serbia can only lose Kosovo through
these bloody, indiscriminate attacks
on the Albanian population.

The international community must
respond to the violence in Kosovo, and
this resolution makes some solid sug-
gestions. Nothing is more important
than getting an international presence
on the ground in Kosovo now, to help
deter further human rights violations
and to report those that are taking

place. While the resolution calls for the
International Red Cross to come into
Kosovo, as Chairman of the Commis-
sion on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, I also want the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope, the OSCE, to be allowed to send
in a mission. The OSCE had a presence
in Kosovo in 1992 and 1993, and it must
be allowed to return.

Milosevic must face consequences for
his policies. Freezing funds belonging
to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
and Serbia is only a first step, if the
Contact Group’s terms are not met. Re-
solve is the only thing Milosevic under-
stands, and resolve is what we must
show.

For the violence to stop, Milosevic
must be made to believe the so-called
Christmas warning issued by President
Bush and repeated by President Clin-
ton. Milosevic was warned that we will
not let him turn Kosovo into a new
battle zone. United States leadership is
called for to bring all of the members
of the Contact Group into agreement
with this strong position. Then, we
must stand together and drive the mes-
sage home.

Finally, and critically important, is
the resolution’s call for unconditional
talks to achieve a peaceful resolution
to the conflict in Kosovo and to pro-
vide for the exercise of the legitimate
civil and political rights of all persons
in Kosovo. Clearly, the current situa-
tion is untenable. Once violence is
halted, the situation is still not stable.
The Serbian oppression of the Kosovar
Albanian majority is intolerable, and
events have gone too far to expect that
the people will accept it.

This means that progress must be
made toward a genuine political solu-
tion to the crisis. This cannot be done
in a one-sided fashion. The recent Ser-
bian offer of talks was not serious, and
was rejected by the Kosovar Albanian
leadership. Milosevic must come to the
table seriously, without preconditions.
That is the path to peace and stability
in Kosovo, and the United States must
do all it can to push the parties down
that path.

If Kosovo explodes, and it must not
be allowed to, it could easily set off a
chain reaction leading to wider conflict
in the Balkans. For moral and strate-
gic reasons, we cannot let that happen.
The stakes are too high, and they in-
volve real, vital United States national
interests. The Nickles resolution and
its provisions is the right place to
start, and I call upon all of my col-
leagues to support it.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HAGEL). The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I wish
to join with my colleagues, Senator
LIEBERMAN, Senator BIDEN, and others
who have spoken in favor of this reso-
lution. I apologize for being detained.
The Budget Committee is in a markup,
and we had several votes, so I was not
able to be here.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following individual Sen-
ators be added as cosponsors: Senators
KERREY, D’AMATO, KYL, ABRAHAM,
GRAMS, WELLSTONE, and INHOFE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this
resolution is a bipartisan resolution
which several of us have worked on for
the last few days. I thank my friends
and colleagues, particularly Senator
LIEBERMAN, who worked on this, Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator BIDEN, and other
colleagues, Senator LOTT and his staff.
We wanted to speak out strongly and
condemn the atrocities that have hap-
pened recently in Kosovo, not con-
demning the Serbian people but, frank-
ly, condemning the Serbian leadership
and primarily that of Mr. Milosevic.
The killings that have happened re-
cently, which culminated in the loss of
life of at least 60 people including
women and children who were slaugh-
tered by their special police forces, are
an atrocity. It needs to be condemned,
and we need united action.

This resolution condemns the slaugh-
ter, it condemns the atrocities that
have happened recently, and it also
calls upon the United States and the
world community to act together to
take action to see that it does not hap-
pen again.

The administration was in the proc-
ess of actually reducing sanctions to
the Serbian Government, to Mr.
Milosevic. They have now postponed
lifting those sanctions.

We also in this legislation say that
the United States should freeze funds
of the Governments of the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia and Serbia if the
Government of Serbia fails to comply
by March 25, 1998, with the terms set
forth by the contact group. I think
that will have some impact. I think
that will get his attention.

He has been a very difficult person to
deal with. Some of us have met with
Mr. Milosevic. I met with him in 1990,
along with Senator Dole, Senator
MACK, and others. And I will not forget
this individual. We wanted to visit
Kosovo. We did visit Kosovo. But I re-
member Mr. Milosevic didn’t want us
to visit Kosovo, and he went to great
lengths to see that we wouldn’t go, but
we did go. We were greeted by thou-
sands of individuals, mostly Albanians,
who wanted to see us and also express
to us their desire to have some degree
of autonomy, their desire to have some
degree of freedom, which was being de-
nied to them at that time by the Ser-
bian leadership, denied in many, many
forms—denied in the press, denied in
employment; they were persecuted;
they were prosecuted; they were har-
assed. And we have known ever since
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then that this area had the potential to
explode and to cause significant pain
and carnage for a lot of innocent peo-
ple.

So, Mr. President, this resolution
which has overwhelming bipartisan
support I hope will extend a good,
strong signal to the Milosevic govern-
ment that they need to join the com-
munity of nations, they need to stop
ethnic cleansing now.

They need to stop ethnic cleansing
now. I think there is strong support,
not only for this statement, not only
for the sanctions that are called for in
this legislation, but I hope across the
international community there will be
an outrage expressed if there is not a
change in behavior by the Milosevic
government.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port for this resolution. I understand—
I believe, just for the information of
our colleagues, that we expect to vote
on this resolution at 6 o’clock, and I
hope we will have a unanimous vote as
well.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, I said just
a few minutes ago I thought there
would be a vote at 6 o’clock. In just a
moment I will be yielding back the
time and we will have the rollcall vote
immediately. Staffs might indicate
that to their Senators. We will have
the vote in just a couple of minutes.

I thank and compliment Senator
DODD of Connecticut because he like-
wise was working on a resolution. This
resolution was an effort by several of
us who felt we needed to express con-
demnation towards the outrageous be-
havior of Mr. Milosevic. Senator DODD
had a resolution, I had a resolution,
others were working on them, so we
had a good bipartisan effort so the Sen-
ate would speak in an united fashion
condemning these recent actions. I
thank him for his support.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think
it is very important that we get some-
thing in the RECORD here in terms of
this Kosovo resolution so that it would
be abundantly clear later on that it
cannot be misconstrued as to being
supportive in any way at the present
time or in the future of any type of
military action in Kosovo or anyplace
in that area.

I am very much concerned over what
has happened in Bosnia. I am con-
cerned about our state of readiness—or
lack of readiness, I should say—and I
certainly feel that if there is one factor
that is contributing to our state of
readiness, or lack of readiness, it is our
activities in Bosnia. Of course, we

knew back when we passed the resolu-
tion to send troops to Bosnia that our
resolution of disapproval died by only
three votes, and there was a guarantee
by the President of the United States
that it would be a 12-month operation,
which would cost approximately $1.2
billion. Now it is passing through $8
billion and it looks like it is going to
be ongoing.

As a result of that, we are not able to
support ground troops should they be
called upon in such areas as Iraq, be-
cause we are consuming 100 percent of
our capability to logistically support
ground troops in Bosnia. Specifically,
the 21st TACOM in Germany is at over
100 percent capacity, just supporting
the logistics support of a ground oper-
ation going through into Bosnia. The
86th airlift in Ramstein is absorbed to-
tally with taking care of the air oper-
ation to support Bosnia. If there is
anything our country cannot afford, it
is any type of expansion of that sup-
port to any other country in that le-
gion or anyplace else that is going to
use those assets.

While I am an original cosponsor of
this resolution, I want to be sure to
condemn Milosevic and the atrocities
that are committed and have been
committed in Kosovo, and I want to
make it abundantly clear that there
are many of us who are supporting this
resolution who will oppose any future
attempt to send any type of military
operation into Kosovo.

I yield the floor.
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, not

seeing any other Senators on the floor
who wish to speak on this issue, I will
yield back the remainder of my time
and ask for the yeas and nays on the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have already been ordered.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to S. Con. Res. 85.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk called

the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting, the Senator from Florida
(Mr. MACK) would vote ‘‘yea.’’

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 37 Leg.]

YEAS—98

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond

Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee

Cleland
Coats
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle

DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Enzi
Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson

Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnson
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray

Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—2

Inouye Mack

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 85) was agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution, with its

preamble, reads as follows:
S. CON. RES. 85

Whereas ethnic Albanians constitute nine-
ty percent of the population of the province
of Kosovo;

Whereas the human rights situation in
Kosovo has recently deteriorated, culminat-
ing in the killing of more than 70 ethnic Al-
banians, including innocent women and chil-
dren, by Serbian police and paramilitary
forces controlled by Yugoslav President
Slobodan Milosevic;

Whereas Serbian authorities controlled by
Milosevic have attempted to thwart efforts
by international forensic experts to deter-
mine the cause of death of recent victims by
burying the dead against the wishes of their
families;

Whereas the current conflict in Kosovo
threatens to reignite war in the Balkans, and
is thereby a potential threat to regional
peace and security;

Whereas the six-nation Contact Group es-
tablished to monitor the situation in the
former Yugoslavia has requested that the
Serbian authorities controlled by Milosevic
grant International Red Cross personnel ac-
cess to areas where recent violence and kill-
ing have been reported;

Whereas the Contact Group has called
upon Milosevic to withdraw special police
units from Kosovo and enter into uncondi-
tional negotiations with ethnic Albanian po-
litical leaders in order to find a peaceful po-
litical solution to the conflict or face addi-
tional international sanctions;

Whereas a peaceful resolution of the con-
flict in Kosovo must respect the rights of
members of all ethnic and religious groups in
Kosovo, all of whose representatives should
be involved in negotiations about the resolu-
tion of that conflict;

It is the sense of the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring) that—

(1) The United States should condemn the
Serbian government controlled by Slobodan
Milosevic in the strongest possible terms for
the gross human rights violations against its
citizens, including the indiscriminate use of
Serbian paramilitary police units against
the Albanian population of Kosovo;

(2) The United States should condemn any
terrorist actions by any group or individual
in Kosovo;

(3) The international community should
respond affirmatively to the call of the Con-
tact Group for the imposition of broad-based
sanctions against the government of Serbia
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if it fails to prevent additional atrocities by
the police and paramilitary units under its
control or does not otherwise comply imme-
diately with the terms set forth by the Con-
tact Group;

(4) The United States should freeze funds of
the governments of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and Serbia if the government of
Serbia fails to comply by March 25, 1998,
with the terms set forth by the Contact
Group;

(5) Pursuant to the terms set forth by the
Contact Group, the United States should de-
mand that the Serbian government and the
ethnic Albanian leadership and the rep-
resentatives of all ethnic and religious
groups in Kosovo immediately begin uncon-
ditional talks to achieve a peaceful resolu-
tion to the conflict in Kosovo and to provide
for the exercise of the legitimate civil and
political rights of all persons in Kosovo.

(6) The United States should demand that
international human rights monitors, espe-
cially personnel of the International Red
Cross who were forced to withdraw from
Kosovo, be allowed to return immediately to
Kosovo in order to be able to report on all
human rights violations.

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote.

Mr. COATS. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COVERDELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as if
in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

BUDGET SURPLUS
Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,

Haley’s Comet appears and disappears
every so many decades. So do balanced
budgets in Washington, DC. After 30
years, it looks like our Budget Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, will
have another balanced budget for the
first time, as I said, in 30 years. And it
looks like after that we could have sur-
pluses for quite a few years. Of course,
that is a very unusual situation from a
fiscal standpoint—for this Congress to
be faced with balancing the budget 2 or
3 years earlier than we predicted and
having surpluses for quite a few years
into the future.

That gives us a windfall opportunity
to do good. But it also is giving some
who are willing to squander this an op-
portunity and to do it in the form of
more spending or in the form of more
tax cuts.

Last year’s budget deal was, of
course, to the benefit of both political
parties. We actually did something
good. We did it together. And the good
benefited our country.

This was very different. It was a bi-
partisan plan. We wrapped our arms

around each other. Both sides should,
and do, take credit for doing this good.

But for those who are politically mo-
tivated, when the two sides are locked
in a policy embrace, there is no dis-
cernible difference. And some people
just cannot stand that sort of an envi-
ronment. So they do not like it. So
there is a mad rush to declare new
ideas to give away the money—money,
incidentally, that we do not have yet,
legitimately planning to get it as you
forecast a good future, but it is not
really in our pockets. Yet, it is just
like it is burning holes in our pockets.
We don’t know what to do with it. We
need to spend it. We need to get rid of
it in some way. Thus, what was done
for the good of all taxpayers would be
sacrificed for a new round of political
operations of picking winners and los-
ers.

For once, we need to take the politics
out of what we do and do right for the
country. We did that last year. All we
have to do is just be patient, and it can
evolve this year because this country is
on the right track. This Congress’ fis-
cal policy is on the right track.

So, let us do a lot of good by simply
doing nothing—being cool-headed and
being levelheaded in our policy, the
same sort of policy that got us to-
gether a year ago with the signing of a
bipartisan budget agreement to put
this country on a path toward a bal-
anced budget.

For the first time, as our Budget
Committee meets to mark up the budg-
et resolution—that is this very day and
yesterday as well, and we should have
this resolved before the evening is over
in our Budget Committee—but for the
first time, as we meet to mark up the
budget resolution, we are faced not
with a growing Federal budget deficit
but the possibility, and the very real
possibility, of surplus of funds in the
Treasury. For the first time we sit to
deliberate not on how to corral an out-
of-control beast but on how to respon-
sibly maintain the ground which we
have gained.

The bipartisan Balanced Budget Act
has performed its function well. Last
year we established and agreed to live
within budget caps. These caps have
provided the discipline necessary to
begin to get the Federal spending
under control. Along with an economic
boom that shows little signs of slowing
down, the budget caps have helped to
bring the Federal Government into a
surplus situation.

I urge my colleagues to continue to
live within these caps and to continue
to practice the spending restraints in-
stituted 8 months ago. To think that
the surplus is there to be spent willy-
nilly is to break a newly developing
trust with the American taxpayers.
This trust is not easy to come by. In
fact, as I speak, any poll in America
asking the question, ‘‘Do you feel that
Congress is really serious about bal-
ancing the budget?’’—they might even
say, ‘‘Is the President and the Congress
serious about balancing the budget?’’—

three out of four people would respond
negatively to that.

So any thought of breaking this trust
that is not easy to come by and is still
building will send the wrong signals to
our bosses, the taxpayers. Any thought
of breaking this trust will send the
wrong signal to the financial markets,
with dire consequences, in my view.

This budget resolution must help to
address the cynicism of the public by
continuing to show fiscal responsibility
and gradually winning over those three
out of four people who do not think, as
a result of the bipartisan budget reso-
lution last year, that we are really se-
rious about a sound fiscal policy and
continuing to balance the budget and
to pay on the national debt.

We have a historic opportunity then
just by living by that agreement to do
the most good for the American people,
and we can continue that process by
simply doing nothing because nothing
should be done to break the budget
caps. That is the fiscal discipline.
Nothing should be done then to upset
the financial markets. And we would
do that if we were to not live by that
agreement. Everything should be done
to have the Federal Government live
within its means, just as every Amer-
ican must do. Every family must bal-
ance their checkbook. Every small
business or big business must show a
profit, or it is soon out of business. And
shaped with this is an old adage that at
least my party has always lived by:
‘‘The government that governs best
governs least.’’ That should be our bell-
wether as we continue the markup of
this budget resolution in our commit-
tee. Never has this statement been
more true than it is right now. Let us
not squander the windfall opportunity
that has been handed to us by the
budget resolution of last year—the bi-
partisan budget resolution of last year.
Let us not, by talking about giving tax
decreases on the one hand or on the
other hand by setting up eight new en-
titlement programs, as the President
proposed, cause those three out of four
people who do not believe we are going
to be balancing the budget to be right
by being skeptical about how Congress
acts on these matters.

We also have the opportunity to do
what the President has asked us to do,
and that is to strengthen the Social Se-
curity System. Until we have come to
an agreement on how to make the So-
cial Security System viable for future
generations, we should not be spending
this surplus. For now, then, doing
nothing—in other words nothing new—
not setting up eight new entitlement
programs or not cutting taxes until we
have the money in the pocket and we
can plan for what we are really going
to do—doing nothing the way things
are done by paying off on the national
debt, we will have the result then of
that downpayment on the Federal debt
for the first time since 1969.

This country generally—but specifi-
cally the financial markets—has a
great deal of confidence in a person



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2210 March 18, 1998
called Alan Greenspan, the Chairman
of the Fed. He strongly urged our
Budget Committee when he appeared
before it, and the Congress generally,
to take this rare opportunity to pay
down on the Federal debt. I think we
should follow his very good advice.
Paying down the debt will open up
markets for private investors. That
will help to reduce interest rates,
which helps all of us, and particularly
capital-intensive industries like the
small industries. Until the public and
policymakers reach a much needed
consensus on the future of the Social
Security System, paying down the debt
is the best way to protect Social Secu-
rity and to maintain it for the baby-
boom generation, and to put that sys-
tem in a sound position as our popu-
lation grows older—the longevity of
our population, as well as the biggest
demographic shift in the population of
our country that is going to take place
when the baby-boom generation retires
in the year 2010.

It has been somewhat amazing to me
to have seen in the last several weeks
the number of people with proposals to
spend money that we don’t have in our
pockets yet. I am not only talking
about the budget surplus but what to
do with revenue—and we don’t even
know how much will come in—by the
proposed tobacco settlement. Everyone
wants a piece of the pie before it has
even been baked. We don’t even know
how big the pie will ultimately be or if
there will even be a pie to covet.

It is irresponsible to spend money
that is not in the bank. We ought to
cool it and just wait and see if it is
there. And, if it is there, then we can.
Even if there is something to be done
with it and you know exactly what it is
and you can make wiser decisions of
creating a new program or a wiser deci-
sion of how to reform taxes and to cut
taxes, whether it is a surplus or the to-
bacco money—but particularly in the
case of the tobacco money—using the
proposed tobacco money to pay for spe-
cific programs before the money is in
hand is the old smoke-and-mirrors
game. We must be responsible and wait
to spend any tobacco money and not
spend it until it is in the bank.

In general, I think that Senator
DOMENICI, the chairman of the Budget
Committee, has put together a very
good mark in regard to the possibility
of doing something with taxes. He is
not spending the surplus on any tax
provisions of this budget. The Finance
Committee, if it wants to change some
taxes, has to find new money to pay for
that. That is a responsible way to ap-
proach taxes. So the chairman’s mark
is a very good mark. If we have an op-
portunity on taxes, then we need to
push for tax fairness.

However, I strongly disagree with
those who advocate large tax cuts that
dig into the surplus that we don’t even
have in our pocket yet, and to do it at
this point in time. The time for a large
tax cut is after we have retired some of
our national debt, giving the three out

of four people in this country who do
not believe that we are serious about
balancing the budget an opportunity to
know that we are. And the surest way
to do that would be to pay down the
national debt. This is how we can best
serve all taxpayers.

So let us not squander this chance to
ease the debt burden. Let us use this
windfall opportunity to provide a bet-
ter future for our children. Like us, our
children must also have the oppor-
tunity to realize their dreams and
goals. And this budget should help to
restore the American dream.

The fiscal discipline which I talk
about, which I think the Budget Com-
mittee will exercise this very day as we
vote out the budget document, will
have a lasting positive influence on our
children’s and grandchildren’s future.

I yield the floor.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

MORNING BUSINESS
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5
minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE RAMS OF LITTLE
RHODY

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, yes-
terday, many in America honored St.
Patrick—but all week long in Rhode Is-
land—veneration belongs to the Uni-
versity of Rhode Island Rams basket-
ball team.

The so-called experts said it couldn’t
be done—and, admittedly, the odds
were against them. After all, the little
Rhodys of the world just aren’t sup-
posed to beat the college basketball
powerhouses like the Jayhawks of Kan-
sas. But somewhere along the way to
Oklahoma City, someone forgot to tell
that to the Rhode Island Rams.

Someone forgot to tell Tyson Wheel-
er—the same Tyson Wheeler who was
once told he was too short to play col-
lege basketball at all—that the Davids
of Rhode Island couldn’t beat the Goli-
aths of Kansas.

Someone forgot to tell that to
Cuttino Mobley, who always gives his
best whether it is in Keaney Gym or in
the national spotlight, that Rhode Is-
land couldn’t beat one of the best
teams in the nation.

And clearly, someone forgot to tell
Antonio Reynolds-Dean and Luther
Clay that they weren’t supposed to be
able to compete with the much taller
and perhaps stronger inside presence of
the Kansas All-Americans.

There’s a word on Rhode Island’s
state flag that these Rhode Island
Rams have come to symbolize—that
word is ‘‘Hope’’. It’s a sentiment we
hold dear in my home state—and one
which was displayed for all the world
to see. We may be the smallest state,
but we know that means: we must al-
ways try harder. It’s a philosophy to
always give your very best, and to
never give up.

That’s the kind of fighting spirit that
turns the cause of ‘‘Hope’’ on our flag
into the action of ‘‘courage’’ on the
court.

Rhode Island’s advance to the ‘‘Sweet
Sixteen’’ provides a needed reminder
that at one time or another, we’ve all
been underdogs. Whether it be in
schoolyard, or in the workplace, or on
the basketball court, each and every
one of us has faced seemingly insur-
mountable odds at one time or another
in our lives.

That’s what makes Rhode Island’s re-
cent win over the Kansas Jayhawks
that much sweeter. For the Rhode Is-
land Rams have given us more than a
wonderful basketball season. They’ve
reminded us that the Davids can beat
the Goliaths of this world. They have
sent a signal to the underdog in all of
us—that if one perseveres and gives
one’s best, there indeed is always hope.

So, Madam President, I congratulate
the Rhode Island Rams and applaud the
example they have set. Rams Coach
Jim Harrick and all of his players have
earned a special place in the hearts of
Rhode Island and the nation.

I, along with the people of my state,
am proud of their accomplishments.
These fine young men have set an ex-
ample which we’ll treasure for years to
come.

They have given us ‘‘Hope.’’ Go
Rams!

f

A PLUS ACCOUNTS

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I rise in
strong support of the A Plus Accounts
bill that was introduced by the Senator
from Georgia, Senator PAUL COVER-
DELL.

This legislation does several things.
It would allow more people to save for
education in tax-preferred education
savings accounts. The savings could be
used for higher education, as well as
education at the elementary and sec-
ondary levels. The bill would extend
the existing tax exclusion for em-
ployer-provided educational assistance
through the year 2002, and it would pro-
vide an exclusion for distributions from
qualified state tuition programs. It
would also raise the small-issuer excep-
tion so that local governments can
issue more bonds to finance school con-
struction.

Perhaps the most important provi-
sion of the bill is also the most con-
troversial. I am talking about the pro-
visions that expand the allowable uses
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of education savings accounts to in-
clude elementary and secondary edu-
cation. And I want to take a few mo-
ments to make three brief points about
that.

First, I think it is important to point
out that we are not talking about a
new subsidy for private or parochial
schools. To the contrary, we are talk-
ing about allowing families to keep
more of what they earn—after all, it is
their money—to send their children to
the elementary or secondary school of
their choice.

We already go far beyond what would
be allowed by this bill when we provide
federal financial assistance to students
at the college level, including students
who attend private or religious institu-
tions. No one argues that such choice
harms public colleges or universities.
In fact, it is choice and competition
that has made our nation’s colleges
and universities the best in the world.
So I am perplexed why anyone would
fear giving parents more choice and
control at the elementary and second-
ary levels, as well. That is where the
real crisis in education exists today,
and it is where choice and competition
will do the most good.

Second, the people who stand to gain
the most from this legislation are
those of more modest means who might
not have the same choice or oppor-
tunity without the help that the Cover-
dell bill would provide. Of the people
opting for Catholic schools, for exam-
ple, 68 percent have annual incomes of
$35,000 or less. Wealthier people obvi-
ously have the means to send their
children to the school of their choice
whether they receive a tax break or
not.

Third, providing families with tax in-
centives for education savings will not
decrease federal or state funding for
public schools by a single dime. The
fact is, Congress is likely to approve
increases in funding for education in
addition to the incentives that would
come with the Coverdell bill.

Frankly, Madam President, I think it
is a big mistake to assume that public
schools cannot compete successfully
with other institutions. Many public
schools have very well-regarded pro-
grams—programs that meet or exceed
what is offered to students elsewhere—
and it is likely that these schools
would not only retain their current
student body, but add to it with bar-
riers to choice removed. And with addi-
tional enrollment would come addi-
tional funds for their budgets.

It is true that failing schools would
be forced to improve or face declining
enrollment. But is it really our goal to
force students with few financial re-
sources to remain in a failing environ-
ment? Should they not have the same
options that others have to find a
school that better meets their needs?

In recent Senate hearings, low-in-
come parents questioned why the
schoolhouse door is often closed to
their children—why they are kept from
moving their children to schools that

can better meet their children’s needs?
Why their children cannot attend safer
schools? They are right to ask these
questions. They deserve—their children
deserve—access to a quality education.

In my opinion, the single best thing
we could do to improve the quality of
education in this country is give par-
ents more choice and control over
where they send their children. It is an
idea with broad support among the
American people. A 1997 poll conducted
by the Center for Education Reform
found support for school choice among
the general public at 82 percent. The
Joint Center for Political and Eco-
nomic Studies reported support among
African Americans at more than 70 per-
cent. It is an idea whose time has
come.

I support the Coverdell legislation.
f

DEATH KNELL OF THE PANAMA
CANAL?

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, I
commend to the attention of my col-
leagues a significant book entitled,
‘‘Death Knell of the Panama Canal?’’,
by Capt. G. Russell Evans (USCG,
Ret.).

In this, his second book on the sub-
ject, Captain Evans sets forth the facts
and his analysis of the skullduggery
that led to the ill-conceived 1977 Pan-
ama Canal Treaties.

The Panama Canal Treaties were a
foolish giveaway of a critical waterway
built with U.S. taxpayers’ dollars. I
vigorously opposed the 1977 treaties,
and to this day I regret that the United
States Senate approved them—by one
vote.

Madam President, the Panama Canal
is essential to the continued economic
and strategic health of the United
States and many of our allies. In his
introduction to the book, distinguished
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, Admiral Thomas J. Moorer
(USN, Ret.), writes that ‘‘about 95% of
our routine logistics support goes by
sea.’’

These military vessels, like their
commercial counterparts, rely on the
Canal to move quickly between the At-
lantic and Pacific oceans. Since the
United States began to hand over the
Canal and its operations to Panama-
nian authorities, the maintenance of
the Canal has slipped noticeably. The
Canal is showing the effects of the ne-
glect, and is now in a shocking state of
disrepair.

This essential maritime passage, a
vital connection for international
trade, is falling apart, and I fear that
the deterioration of Canal facilities
will increase as the Clinton Adminis-
tration, following in the misguided
path of the 1977 treaties, continues to
hand over the Canal to Panamanian
authorities.

In light of the Panama Canal’s criti-
cal importance, the United States sim-
ply cannot afford to squander the op-
portunity to secure access to facilities
in the Canal Zone for our military to

carry out essential missions and defend
the security of the Canal.

It is clearly in the best interests of
both the United States and Panama to
maintain a U.S. military presence
there. The people of Panama consist-
ently show, through opinion polls, that
they do not want the United States to
abandon its military bases. Without a
U.S. presence, the Canal will be left
undefended, this cannot be allowed to
happen.

Today, many former Carter Adminis-
tration officials who engineered the
Panama Canal giveaway in 1977 are
serving in the Clinton Administration.
Nevertheless, I will continue to press
the Administration to reach a new
agreement with the government of
Panama to secure a U.S. military pres-
ence in that vital area.

On September 5, 1996, the Senate ap-
proved my legislation, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 14, urging the Presi-
dent to do just that.

As Admiral Moorer states succinctly,
‘‘the clock is ticking,’’ and I believe
Senators will find Captain Evans’ book
an invaluable reference to understand-
ing the importance of the Canal—and
the risks we run should the Canal fall
into the wrong hands—or into dis-
repair.

f

U.S. FOREIGN OIL CONSUMPTION
FOR WEEK ENDING MARCH 13TH

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, the
American Petroleum Institute’s report
for the week ending March 13, that the
U.S. imported 6,636,000 barrels of oil
each day, 1,213,000 fewer barrels than
the 7,849,000 imported each day during
the same week a year ago.

While this is one of the rare weeks
when Americans imported slightly less
oil than a year ago, Americans none-
theless relied on foreign oil for 50.8 per-
cent of their needs last week, and there
are no signs that the upward spiral will
abate. Before the Persian Gulf War, the
United States obtained approximately
45 percent of its oil supply from foreign
countries. During the Arab oil embargo
in the 1970s, foreign oil accounted for
only 35 percent of America’s oil supply.

Politicians had better ponder the
economic calamity sure to occur in
America if and when foreign producers
shut off our supply—or double the al-
ready enormous cost of imported oil
flowing into the U.S.—now 6,636,000
barrels a day.

f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Madam President, at
the close of business yesterday, Tues-
day, March 17, 1998, the Federal debt
stood at $5,536,663,723,483.42 (Five tril-
lion, five hundred thirty-six billion, six
hundred sixty-three million, seven hun-
dred twenty-three thousand, four hun-
dred eighty-three dollars and forty-two
cents).

One year ago, March 17, 1997, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,363,307,000,000
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(Five trillion, three hundred sixty-
three billion, three hundred seven mil-
lion).

Five years ago, March 17, 1993, the
Federal debt stood at $4,214,956,000,000
(Four trillion, two hundred fourteen
billion, nine hundred fifty-six million).

Ten years ago, March 17, 1988, the
Federal debt stood at $2,482,751,000,000
(Two trillion, four hundred eighty-two
billion, seven hundred fifty-one mil-
lion).

Fifteen years ago, March 17, 1983, the
Federal debt stood at $1,227,720,000,000
(One trillion, two hundred twenty-
seven billion, seven hundred twenty
million) which reflects a debt increase
of more than $4 trillion—$4, (Four tril-
lion, three hundred and eight billion,
nine hundred forty-three million, seven
hundred twenty-three thousand, four
hundred eighty-three dollars and twen-
ty-four cents) during the past 15 years.
f

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
today to recognize March as ‘‘Women’s
History Month.’’ It is appropriate that,
at this time, we credit the countless
women who have contributed so much
to our society. In particular, I would
like to draw attention to some of the
women who have helped to shape the
history of Utah.

From its beginnings, Utah has relied
heavily on the strength of women. The
first groups of American settlers that
crossed the continent to establish their
homes in what is now Utah consisted of
both men and women. Besides the sim-
ple rigors of walking hundreds of miles
across the Great Plains and Rocky
Mountains, these courageous pioneer
women braved many trials such as ex-
treme winter cold, lack of provisions,
and the death of loved ones. They
struggled to provide for the basic needs
of their families. Sadly, many women
had to witness the burial of their chil-
dren and husbands along the way. Upon
arriving in the valleys of the moun-
tains, these pioneer women toiled
along with the men to establish farms,
schools, businesses, and towns. Their
hard work, and dedication are reflected
in the character of our State even
today.

Politically, Utah was a leader in rec-
ognizing the rights of women, and in-
volving them in the process of govern-
ment. Much has and will be said of the
valiant efforts of women’s suffrage ac-
tivists such as Susan B. Anthony, Eliz-
abeth Cady Stanton, and Carrie Chap-
man Catt. This group of national he-
roes includes a Utahn by the name of
Emmeline Wells. As an advocate for
women’s rights, Mrs. Wells worked to
achieve a political voice for Utah
women. She won her first battle in
1870, when the territorial legislature le-
gally gave Utah women the right to
vote.

Unfortunately, the U.S. Congress
stripped Utah women of their voting
rights in 1887. Undaunted, Mrs. Wells
and others formed the Woman Suffrage

Association of Utah, the purpose of
which was to reclaim their voting
rights. These women finally succeeded
in 1896, when Utah was admitted into
the Union as a State with a constitu-
tion providing female suffrage.
Emmeline Wells remained an active
member of the Woman’s Republican
League and the National Suffrage As-
sociation, and kept up the suffrage
campaign on the national level.

I am proud to say that Utah was
ahead of its time in this respect. By
the end of 1896, only Utah, Idaho, Wyo-
ming, and Colorado recognized wom-
en’s right to vote. No other States
granted this right for another 14 years.
Later in 1896, the people of Utah elect-
ed Martha Hughes Cannon to be their
first female state senator. And, proving
that the past is prologue, women con-
tinue to play significant, influential
leadership roles in our State. In 1991,
Deedee Corradini was elected mayor of
Salt Lake City, Utah’s largest city and
the seat of State government. In 1992,
Olene Walker was elected Utah’s Lieu-
tenant Governor, and two recent mem-
bers of Utah’s delegation to the U.S.
Congress have been women.

Women have also added much to
Utah’s cultural heritage. A prime ex-
ample is Alice Merrill Horne. She was
an educator and prolific artist at the
turn of the century. As a twenty-three
year old in 1891, Alice was appointed
chairperson of the Utah Liberal Arts
Committee for the 1893 Columbian Ex-
position in Chicago. She published a
book of poems composed by women for
the exposition.

Alice Merrill Horne became the sec-
ond woman elected to the Utah House
of Representatives in 1898. As an elect-
ed official, she continued to encourage
cultural development. She moved a bill
for the State to create the Nation’s
first art institute, which would encour-
age the fine arts, hold an annual art
exhibition, and start a state-owned art
collection. As a memorial to her, the
state collection bears her name.

Today’s women continue the tradi-
tion of Mrs. Horne. In 1997, the Wom-
en’s Center Advisory Board at Utah
State University named a number of
recipients of the Women Over 65
Achievement Awards. Among them was
Ruth Call. Ruth became director of the
Unicorn Theater in 1957. In this capac-
ity she has brought beauty and happi-
ness into the lives of children in Cache
Valley by allowing them to participate
in the performing arts. Since 1957, she
has continued to influence children’s
lives through the theater, as a Girl
Scout leader, and by her involvement
in local art groups. Ruth Call is only
one of the many modern unsung heroes
who quietly enrich the lives of many.

Ever since Utah’s earliest periods,
women have contributed in many ways
in the professional sector. Patty Ses-
sions was a pioneer midwife and horti-
culturist who developed her own strain
of plums. Singer Emma Lucy Gates
founded an opera company. Before her
election to the state senate, Martha

Hughes Cannon was a very successful
medical doctor.

Now more than ever, women are an
integral part of the State’s business
sector. According to the National
Foundation for Women Business Own-
ers, between 1987 and 1996, the number
of women-owned firms along Utah’s
Wasatch Front increased by 87 percent.
Thus, Utah is among the top 10 states
in the Nation for growth of women-
owned firms. The NFWBO also said
that women-owned companies rep-
resent 38 percent of all businesses in
the area, employ 21 percent of all work-
ers, and generate 24 percent of all sales.

This is an exciting time for women’s
athletics as well. On the heels of Olym-
pic gold medals for our teams in both
the Summer and Winter Games, wom-
en’s soccer, softball, basketball, and
hockey have found a new popularity in
the United States. This is combined
with gold medals in more traditionally
popular sports like figure skating,
track and field, and gymnastics to
showcase the athletic talent that
abounds among our women. My State
is very proud to be home to the Utah
Starzz, one of the teams in the new
Women’s National Basketball Associa-
tion. I’m a big fan.

We are also very proud of the many
female college athletes in our univer-
sities. Several of my State’s college
teams have achieved great success. In
particular, I want to draw attention to
one native Utahn who is leaving her
mark on history.

As a junior on the Brigham Young
University track and field team, Tif-
fany Lott made 1997 a banner year. Set
the world record in the 55-meter hur-
dles by running 7.30 seconds at the
Western Athletic Conference indoor
championships. This eclipsed the eight-
year-old record previously held by the
great Jackie Joyner Kersee. Tiffany
also won the heptathalon at the NCAA
Championships. En route to her vic-
tory, she scored the third-highest point
total in the history of the women’s
pentathlon. These feats, among others,
led Track & Field News magazine to
name Tiffany Lott the female college
athlete of the year.

I have only touched on some of the
many important achievments of Utah’s
women throughout our history. How-
ever, I cannot begin to give enough
credit to the women who have added
the most to our civilization, those who
have influenced each one of us in some
way. I wish to salute the countless
women who have borne, nurtured,
raised, instructed, and loved their chil-
dren. I cannot think of a more impor-
tant responsibility than that of a
mother. Ironically, those who have had
the greatest impact on us as a people
are also those who receive the least
public recognition.

I invite my colleagues to join in cele-
brating Women’s History Month by
recognizing all that women have con-
tributed to this Nation in both large
and small ways. Much of the progress
of America is owed to the perseverance,
ingenuity, and dedication of women.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2213March 18, 1998
TRIBUTE TO LIEUTENANT PETER

OLSON
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I would

like to recognize the professional dedi-
cation, vision and public service of
Lieutenant Peter Olson who is leaving
the United States Navy to join the
staff of Senator PHIL GRAMM. Lieuten-
ant Olson, has served with distinction
for the past 9 years in Naval Service. It
is a privilege for me to recognize his
many outstanding achievements and to
commend him for the superb service he
has provided this legislative body, the
Navy and our great Nation.

Lieutenant Olson is a graduate of
Rice University and the University of
Texas School of Law. After passing the
Texas Bar Examination, he attended
the Navy’s Aviation Officer Candidate
School in Pensacola, Florida, and was
commissioned an Ensign in May 1989.
He proceeded to flight training where
he received his ‘‘Wings of Gold’’ and
was designated a Naval Aviator in
March 1991.

Lieutenant Olson received training in
the P–3C ‘‘Orion’’ Maritime Patrol Air-
craft with Patrol Squadron THIRTY-
ONE, at NAS Moffett Field, California.
He reported for duty with the ‘‘White
Lightnings’’ of Patrol Squadron SEV-
ENTEEN (VP–17) stationed at NAS
Barbers Point, Hawaii, where he made
deployments to Misawa, Japan, and
Diego Garcia, British Indian Ocean
Territories.

Among his shore assignments, Lieu-
tenant Olson has served with distinc-
tion at the Navy’s Bureau of Personnel
in the Enlisted Advancements Division
and as an intern with the Logistics Di-
rectorate of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Lieutenant Olson joined the Navy’s
Senate Liaison team in March 1996.
During his service as a Navy Liaison
Officer, he provided members of the
Senate Armed Services Committee,
and personal staffs, with timely sup-
port regarding Navy plans, programs
and constituent casework. He has
helped maintain the best trained, best
equipped, and best prepared Navy in
the world.

Madam President, Peter Olson, his
wife Nancy, and daughter Kate, have
made many sacrifices during his 9-year
Navy career. He has served proudly
with a dedication and enthusiasm that
only comes from our Nation’s best and
brightest. Among Lieutenant Olson’s
many awards and decorations are the
Joint Service Commendation Medal
and the Navy Commendation Medal. He
is a great credit to both the Navy and
the country. The Nation and our mili-
tary are indebted to Lieutenant Olson
for his many years of distinguished
service. As he now departs to begin a
new career with Senator GRAMM, I call
upon my colleagues from both sides of
the aisle to wish him ‘fair winds and
following seas’.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE
At 3:56 p.m., a message from the

House of Representatives, delivered by

Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2864. An act to require the Secretary
of Labor to establish a program under which
employers may consult with State officials
respecting compliance with occupational
safety and health requirements.

H.R. 2877. An act to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 238. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Ground for
breast cancer survivors event sponsored by
the National Race for the Cure.

The message further announced that
the House has passed the following bill,
without amendment:

S. 758. An act to make certain technical
corrections to the Lobbying Disclosure Act
of 1995.

f

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The following petitions and memori-
als were laid before the Senate and
were referred or ordered to lie on the
table as indicated:

POM–339. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
Quadrennial Defense Review; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

POM–340. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
defense industrial base; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

POM–341. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
U.S. Coast Guard; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

POM–342. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
combat readiness and funding for U.S. fight-
ing forces; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

POM–343. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
total force policy and viable National Guard
and Reserve forces; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

POM–344. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to
military service; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

POM–345. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
Buy American Program; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

POM–346. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
Reserve Officer Training Corps and Junior
Reserve Officer Training Corps program; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

POM–347. A resolution adopted by the
Board of Regents of the University of Hawaii
relative to the appointment of the Chair-
person of the Federal Deposit Insurance Cor-
poration; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

POM–348. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to the
initiatives of the People’s Republic of China
in the U.S.; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

POM–349. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to a
World War II memorial; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

POM–350. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to U.S.

forces in peacekeeping operations; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

POM–351. A resolution adopted by the Mili-
tary Order of the World Wars relative to
military voting rights legislation; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

POM–352. A resolution adopted by the
Council of the City of Burbank, California
relative to Filipino veterans of World War II;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

POM–353. A resolution adopted by the
Southern Governors’ Association relative to
the National Guard; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

POM–354. A resolution adopted by the
Southern Governors’ Association regarding
self-determination for Puerto Rico; to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

POM–355. A resolution adopted by the
Southern Governors’ Association regarding
reauthorization of the Federal surface trans-
portation program; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

POM–356. A joint resolution adopted by the
Legislature of the State of California; or-
dered to lie on the table.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 33
Whereas, Legislation has been introduced

in the United States House of Representa-
tives (H.R. 2625) and the United States Sen-
ate (S. 1297) to rename the Washington Na-
tional Airport as the ‘‘Ronald Reagan Wash-
ington National Airport’’; and

Whereas, Ronald Reagan was elected Gov-
ernor of the State of California in 1966 and
reelected in 1970; and

Whereas, Subsequently, Ronald Reagan in
1980 was elected the 40th President of the
United States and reelected in 1984; and

Whereas, During his administration, Presi-
dent Reagan signed into law legislation from
Congress to stimulate economic growth, curb
inflation, increase employment, and
strengthen national defense; and

Whereas, Naming the travel gateway into
the nation’s capital after President Ronald
Reagan is a fitting tribute to his legacy of
prosperity and freedom; and, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and the Assembly of
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis-
lature of the State of California encourages
the President and the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation to rename the
Washington National Airport as the ‘‘Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport’’; and
be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
transmit copies of this resolution to the
President and the Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.

f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. BROWNBACK:
S. 1790. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to ensure the integrity of
the Social Security trust funds by requiring
the Managing Trustee to invest the annual
surplus of such trust funds in marketable in-
terest-bearing obligations of the United
States and certificates of deposit in deposi-
tory institutions insured by the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, and to protect
such trust funds from the public debt limit;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:
S. 1791. A bill to provide for an alternative

penalty procedure for States that fail to
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meet Federal child support data processing
requirements; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and
Mr. KERREY):

S. 1792. A bill to reduce social security pay-
roll taxes, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. GRAHAM:
S. 1793. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-

nue Code of 1986 to reform the Internal Reve-
nue Service, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. HARKIN:
S. 1794. A bill to provide for the adjudica-

tion of certain claims against the Govern-
ment of Iraq and to ensure priority for
United States veterans filing such claims; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. CHAFEE,
and Mr. DOMENICI):

S. 1795. A bill to reform the International
Monetery Fund and to authorize United
States participation in a quota increase and
the New Arrangements to Borrow of the
International Monetary Fund, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr.
INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1796. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act to 1965 to increase postsecondary
education opportunities for Hispanic stu-
dents and other student populations under-
represented in postsecondary education; to
the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.
f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. MACK (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BOND, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN,
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
CRAIG, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN,
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. FAIRCLOTH,
Mr. FORD, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GLENN, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GRASSLEY,
Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. KOHL, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr.
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. REED, Mr. ROBB, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SESSIONS,
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS,
Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
WELLSTONE, and Mr. COATS):

S. Res. 198. A resolution designating April
1, 1998, as ‘‘National Breast Cancer Sur-
vivors’ Day’’; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr.
DODD, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. HELMS, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KYL, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. ABRAHAM,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. GRAMS, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. CLELAND, and Mr. COVER-
DELL):

S. Con. Res. 85. A concurrent resolution
calling for an end to the violent repression of
the people of Kosovo; considered and agreed
to.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN:
S. 1791. A bill to provide for an alter-

native penalty procedure for States
that fail to meet Federal child support
data processing requirements; to the
Committee on Finance.
THE CHILD SUPPORT PERFORMANCE ACT OF 1998

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
am introducing today the Child Sup-
port Performance Act of 1998. This leg-
islation decreases penalties for those 14
states who did not make the child sup-
port enforcement system deadline last
October.

This legislation decreases the overall
penalties to 4% of the child support ad-
ministrative funds in the first year,
and increases the penalties by 4% each
year up to 20%. However, if the state
meets the benchmark goals it set out
with HHS at the beginning of the year,
75% of the penalties would be forgiven
each year. This provision encourages
states to set realistic goals for the year
and recognizes their progress each year
instead of the all or nothing approach
under current law.

The current penalties for not having
the child support enforcement system
up and running are enormous. States
would be penalized all their TANF
(AFDC) funding and their child support
administration funds for the year.

The total loss in TANF funds and
child support administrative funds
from the 14 states amount to over $8
billion per year. More specifically,
California would lose $4 billion. Illinois
would lose $654 million. Michigan
would lose $857 million. Pennsylvania
would lose $794 million.

There is enough blame to go around
for the states’ failures to meet the
child support enforcement systems
deadline.

The lengthy private sector contrac-
tor procurement and federal approval
processes; many vendors’ inability to
complete work to specifications within
the time allowed; the long time needed
to convert large caseloads into a new
system; the difficulties inherent in a
single system conversion in large
states like California.

All of us would agree that the huge
financial penalties imposed on 14 or
more states would cause hardship to
the children and families in the af-
fected states. However, since over 30%
of all child support cases are interstate
collection cases, the penalties would
have a nationwide impact.

What this means is that children in
Kansas or Georgia will not be able to
get child support from parents in Cali-
fornia, Pennsylvania or the other 12
states who face the devastating pen-
alties.

For the 14 states who face such dev-
astating prospects, without my legisla-
tion, the rigid one statewide system re-
quirement and the harsh penalty im-
posed on states would impoverish 19
million families with children nation-
wide.

Let me also point out the unfairness
of current penalties on Los Angeles
County. For California, 25% of the pen-

alty will be borne by LA County, the
largest county in the nation, serving
550,000 families. Despite the fact that
LA County completed its system by
the October deadline and could be cer-
tified as recognized by HHS in its
March 2, 1998 proposed rules, LA Coun-
ty will be penalized along with the rest
of California.

This is unfair and wrong. As I pro-
pose in my legislation, when counties
have met the system requirement by
building their own system with sepa-
rate HHS funding, their portion should
be exempted from the total penalties
imposed on a state.

The House of Representatives re-
cently passed CLAY SHAW’S legislation,
H.R. 3130, that lowered the penalties
for those states who did not meet the
October 1st deadline last year. Rep-
resentative SHAW’s bill lowers the pen-
alties but remains very harsh for those
states who missed the deadline but who
are on their way to becoming certified
within a year or two.

Under Shaw’s bill, California alone
would face $12 million in penalty in the
first year and up to $60 million in the
forth year, denying 2.36 million impov-
erished families in California of their
child support. It will not hurt the
state, but only those families we are
trying to help.

In other big states like Illinois, ap-
proximate 730,000 families with chil-
dren may not get their child support
because the state faces $2.7 million in
penalties during the first year, and up
to $13.5 million in the fourth year.

For Michigan, 1.5 million families
with children may not get their child
support because the state faces $3.27
million in penalties during the first
year, up to $16.3 million in the fourth
year.

Some, argue that these cuts are nec-
essary to punish the states for not
coming into compliance, but the re-
ality is, that again only hurts the fam-
ilies with children.

Mr. President, the bottom line is, if
we don’t have child support enforce-
ment systems up and running, children
and families don’t get their child sup-
port. 14 states do not have a child sup-
port enforcement system and imposing
harsh penalties will not encourage
states to perform better but debilitate
their ability to serve.

Thank you, Mr. President. I urge all
the members to support this legislation
and I ask unanimous consent that a
copy of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1791

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Sup-
port Performance Act of 1998’’.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2215March 18, 1998
SEC. 2. ALTERNATIVE PENALTY PROCEDURE AP-

PLICABLE TO FEDERAL CHILD SUP-
PORT DATA PROCESSING REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 455(a) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4)(A) If—
‘‘(i) the Secretary determines that a State

plan under section 454 would (in the absence
of this paragraph) be disapproved for the fail-
ure of the State to comply with section
454(24)(A), and that the State has made and
is continuing to make a good faith effort to
so comply; and

‘‘(ii) the State has submitted to the Sec-
retary a corrective compliance plan that de-
scribes how the State will achieve such com-
pliance, which has been approved by the Sec-
retary,
then the Secretary shall not disapprove the
State plan under section 454, and the Sec-
retary shall reduce the amount otherwise
payable to the State under paragraph (1)(A)
of this subsection for the fiscal year by the
penalty amount.

‘‘(B) In this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘penalty amount’ means,

with respect to a failure of a State to comply
with section 454(24)—

‘‘(I) 4 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 1st fiscal year in which such a
failure by the State occurs;

‘‘(II) 8 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 2nd such fiscal year;

‘‘(III) 12 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 3rd such fiscal year;

‘‘(IV) 16 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 4th such fiscal year; or

‘‘(V) 20 percent of the penalty base, in the
case of the 5th or any subsequent such fiscal
year.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘penalty base’ means, with
respect to a failure of a State to comply with
section 454(24) during a fiscal year, the
amount otherwise payable to the State
under paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection for
the preceding fiscal year, minus the applica-
ble share of such amount which would other-
wise be payable to any county to which the
Secretary granted a waiver under the Family
Support Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-485; 102
Stat. 2343) for 90 percent enhanced Federal
funding to develop an automated data proc-
essing and information retrieval system pro-
vided that such system was implemented
prior to October 1, 1997.

‘‘(C)(i) The Secretary shall waive a penalty
under this paragraph for any failure of a
State to comply with section 454(24)(A) dur-
ing fiscal year 1998 if, by December 31, 1997,
the State has submitted to the Secretary a
request that the Secretary certify the State
as having met the requirements of such sec-
tion and, by June 1, 1998, the Secretary has
provided the certification as a result of a re-
view conducted pursuant to the request.

‘‘(ii) If a State with respect to which a re-
duction is made under this paragraph for a
fiscal year achieves compliance with the
milestones in the corrective compliance plan
for that year by the beginning of the suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the Secretary shall in-
crease the amount otherwise payable to the
State under paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section for the succeeding fiscal year by an
amount equal to 75 percent of the reduction
for the fiscal year.

‘‘(iii) The Secretary shall reduce the
amount of any reduction that, in the absence
of this clause, would be required to be made
under this paragraph by reason of the failure
of a State to achieve compliance with sec-
tion 454(24)(B) during the fiscal year, by an
amount equal to 20 percent of the amount of
the otherwise required reduction, for each
State performance measure described in sec-
tion 458A(b)(4) with respect to which the ap-

plicable percentage under section 458A(b)(6)
for the fiscal year is 100 percent, if the Sec-
retary has made the determination described
in section 458A(b)(5)(B) with respect to the
State for the fiscal year.

‘‘(D)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the preceding
provisions of this paragraph (except for sub-
paragraph (C)(i)) shall apply, separately and
independently, to a failure to comply with
section 454(24)(B) in the same manner in
which the preceding provisions apply to a
failure to comply with section 454(24)(A).

‘‘(ii) The requirement under clause (i) to
impose a separate and independent penalty
amount for a fiscal year for a failure to com-
ply with section 454(24)(B) shall not apply in
the case of any State that the Secretary de-
termines has achieved, by such date as the
Secretary may specify, compliance with the
milestones of the corrective compliance plan
submitted by the State that the Secretary
determines are necessary for the State to
progress toward certification under section
454(24)(B).’’.

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF PENALTY UNDER
TANF PROGRAM.—Section 409(a)(8)(A)(i)(III)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)(A)(i)(III)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(other than section
454(24))’’ before the semicolon.
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TO WAIVE SINGLE STATE-

WIDE AUTOMATED DATA PROCESS-
ING AND INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
SYSTEM REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 452(d)(3) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 652(d)(3)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) The Secretary may waive any require-
ment of paragraph (1) or any condition speci-
fied under section 454(16), and shall waive the
single statewide system requirement under
sections 454(16) and 454A, with respect to a
State if—

‘‘(A) the State demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the Secretary that the State has
or can develop an alternative system or sys-
tems that enable the State—

‘‘(i) for purposes of section 409(a)(8), to
achieve the paternity establishment percent-
ages (as defined in section 452(g)(2)) and
other performance measures that may be es-
tablished by the Secretary;

‘‘(ii) to submit data under section
454(15)(B) that is complete and reliable;

‘‘(iii) to substantially comply with the re-
quirements of this part; and

‘‘(iv) in the case of a request to waive the
single statewide system requirement, to—

‘‘(I) meet all functional requirements of
sections 454(16) and 454A;

‘‘(II) ensure that the calculation of dis-
tribution of collected support is according to
the requirements of section 457;

‘‘(III) ensure that there is only 1 point of
contact in the State for all interstate case
processing and coordinated intrastate case
management;

‘‘(IV) ensure that standardized data ele-
ments, forms, and definitions are used
throughout the State; and

‘‘(V) complete the alternative system in no
more time than it would take to complete a
single statewide system that meets such re-
quirement;

‘‘(B)(i) the waiver meets the criteria of
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 1115(c);
or

‘‘(ii) the State provides assurances to the
Secretary that steps will be taken to other-
wise improve the State’s child support en-
forcement program; and

‘‘(C) in the case of a request to waive the
single statewide system requirement, the
State has submitted to the Secretary sepa-
rate estimates of the total cost of a single
statewide system that meets such require-
ment, and of any such alternative system or
systems, which shall include estimates of the
cost of developing and completing the sys-

tem and of operating the system for 5 years,
and the Secretary has agreed with the esti-
mates.’’.

(b) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—Section 455(a)(1)
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 655(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by striking the semicolon at the end of
subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘, and’’; and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the
following:

‘‘(D) equal to 66 percent of the sums ex-
pended by the State during the quarter for
an alternative statewide system for which a
waiver has been granted under section
452(d)(3), but only to the extent that the
total of the sums so expended by the State
on or after the date of the enactment of this
subparagraph does not exceed the least total
cost estimate submitted by the State pursu-
ant to section 452(d)(3)(C) in the request for
the waiver.’’.

By Mr. HARKIN:
S. 1794. A bill to provide for the adju-

dication of certain claims against the
Government of Iraq and to ensure pri-
ority for United States veterans filing
such claims; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

THE GULF WAR VETERANS’ IRAQI CLAIMS
PROTECTION ACT OF 1998.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce important legisla-
tion for the men and women of our
armed forces who served in the Persian
Gulf during operation Desert Shield
and Desert Storm.

The U.S. Government has $1.3 billion
in impounded Iraqi funds from the Gulf
War. U.S. businesses, the U.S. govern-
ment, private citizens and over 3,000
American veterans have currently filed
over $5 billion in claims against these
funds. No criteria exists for dispersing
these funds and no system of priorities
is in place to ensure a fair settlement.

I believe the U.S. should protect
those who safe guarded the interests of
America during the Gulf War by ensur-
ing their ability to file for claims
against the impounded Iraqi money.
My legislation, ‘‘The Gulf War Veter-
ans’ Iraqi Claims Protection Act of
1998,’’ will put to rest, once and for all,
lingering concerns about who should
have priority in receiving these funds.

This legislation will:
Grant priority status to all retired,

reserve or active duty members of the
U.S. Armed Forces who may wish to
file claims arising out of Iraq’s inva-
sion of Kuwait;

Establish a fund in the U.S. Treasury
for payment of these claims; and

Create a formula for payments based
on priority status.

Mr. President, no one disputes that
many U.S. businesses and many Amer-
ican non-veteran citizens have legiti-
mate claims to this money. However, I
firmly believe that our Gulf War veter-
ans, who risked their lives for their
country and our freedom, deserve the
highest priority in having their claims
resolved. I hope all of my colleagues
will join me in supporting our Gulf War
veterans by supporting this legislation.

I have a copy of a letter from the
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) in
support of this legislation which I ask
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unanimous consent be printed in the
RECORD along with the text of the leg-
islation.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1794
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Gulf War
Veterans’ Iraqi Claims Protection Act of
1998’’.
SEC. 2. ADJUDICATION OF CLAIMS.

(a) CLAIMS AGAINST IRAQ.—The United
States Commission is authorized to receive
and determine the validity and amounts of
any claims by nationals of the United States
against the Government of Iraq.

(b) DECISION RULES.—In deciding claims
under subsection (a), the United States Com-
mission shall apply, in the following order

(1) applicable substantive law, including
international law; and

(2) applicable principles of justice and eq-
uity.

(c) PRIORITY CLAIMS.—Before deciding any
other claim against the Government of Iraq,
the United States Commission shall, to the
extent practical, decide all pending non-com-
mercial claims of active, retired, or reserve
members of the United States Armed Forces,
retired former members of the United States
Armed Forces, and other individuals arising
out of Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Ku-
wait or out of the 1987 attack on the USS
Stark.

(d) APPLICABILITY OF INTERNATIONAL
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT.—To the extent
they are not inconsistent with the provisions
of this Act, the provisions of title I (other
than section 2(c)) and title VII of the Inter-
national Claims Settlement Act of 1949 (22
U.S.C. 1621–1627 and 1645–1645o) shall apply
with respect to claims under this Act.
SEC. 3. CLAIMS FUNDS.

(a) IRAQ CLAIMS FUND.—The Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized to establish in
the Treasury of the United States a fund
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Iraq
Claims Fund’’) for payment of claims under
section 2(a). The Secretary of the Treasury
shall cover into the Iraq Claims Fund such
amounts as are allocated to such fund pursu-
ant to subsection (b).

(b) ALLOCATION OF PROCEEDS FROM IRAQI
ASSET LIQUIDATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall allo-
cate funds resulting from the liquidation of
assets pursuant to section 4 in the manner
the President determines appropriate be-
tween the Iraq Claims Fund and such other
accounts as are appropriate for the payment
of claims of the United States Government,
subject to the limitation in paragraph (2).

(2) LIMITATION.—The amount allocated pur-
suant to this subsection for payment of
claims of the United States Government may
not exceed the amount which bears the same
relation to the amount allocated to the Iraq
Claims Fund pursuant to this subsection as
the sum of all certified claims of the United
States Government bears to the sum of all
claims certified under section 2(a). As used
in this paragraph, the term ‘‘certified claims
of the United States Government’’ means
those claims of the United States Govern-
ment which are determined by the Secretary
of State to be outside the jurisdiction of the
United Nations Commission and which are
determined to be valid, and whose amount
has been certified, under such procedures as
the President may establish.
SEC. 4. AUTHORITY TO VEST IRAQI ASSETS.

The President is authorized to vest and liq-
uidate as much of the assets of the Govern-

ment of Iraq in the United States that have
been blocked pursuant to the International
Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C.
1701 et seq.) as may be necessary to satisfy
claims under section 2(a), as well as claims
of the United States Government against
Iraq which are determined by the Secretary
of State to be outside the jurisdiction of the
United Nations Commission.
SEC. 5. REIMBURSEMENT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE

EXPENSES.
(a) DEDUCTION.—In order to reimburse the

United States Government for its expenses
in administering this Act, the Secretary of
the Treasury shall deduct 1.5 percent of any
amount covered into the Iraq Claims Fund.

(b) DEDUCTIONS TREATED AS MISCELLANE-
OUS RECEIPTS.—Amounts deducted pursuant
to subsection (a) shall be deposited in the
Treasury of the United States as miscellane-
ous receipts.
SEC. 6. PAYMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Com-
mission shall certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury each award made pursuant to sec-
tion 2. The Secretary of the Treasury shall
make payment, out of the Iraq Claims Fund,
in the following order of priority to the ex-
tent funds are available in such fund:

(1) Payment of $10,000 or the principal
amount of the award, whichever is less.

(2) For each claim that has priority under
section 2(c), payment of a further $90,000 to-
ward the unpaid balance of the principal
amount of the award.

(3) Payments from time to time in ratable
proportions on account of the unpaid balance
of the principal amounts of all awards ac-
cording to the proportions which the unpaid
balance of such awards bear to the total
amount in the Iraq Claims Fund that is
available for distribution at the time such
payments are made.

(4) After payment has been made of the
principal amounts of all such awards, pro
rata payments on account of accrued inter-
est on such awards as bear interest.

(5) After payment has been made in full of
all the awards payable out of the Iraq Claims
Fund, any funds remaining in that fund shall
be transferred to the general fund of the
Treasury of the United States.

(b) UNSATISFIED CLAIMS.—Payment of any
award made pursuant to this Act shall not
extinguish any unsatisfied claim, or be con-
strued to have divested any claimant, or the
United States on his or her behalf, of any
rights against the Government of Iraq with
respect to any unsatisfied claim.
SEC. 7. AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER RECORDS.

The head of any Executive agency may
transfer or otherwise make available to the
United States Commission such records and
documents relating to claims authorized to
be adjudicated by this Act as may be re-
quired by the United States Commission in
carrying out its functions under this Act.
SEC. 8. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS; DISPOSITION

OF UNUSED FUNDS.
(a) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—Any demand

or claim for payment on account of an award
that is certified under this Act shall be
barred one year after the publication date of
the notice required by subsection (b).

(b) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—At the end of the 9-year

period specified in paragraph (2), the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall publish a notice
in the Federal Register detailing the statute
of limitations provided for in subsection (a)
and identifying the claim numbers and
awardee names of unpaid certified claims.

(2) PUBLICATION DATE.—The notice required
by paragraph (1) shall be published 9 years
after the last date on which the Secretary of
the Treasury covers into the Iraq Claims
Fund amounts allocated to that fund pursu-
ant to section 3(b).

(c) DISPOSITION OF UNUSED FUNDS.—
(1) DISPOSITION.—At the end of the 2-year

period beginning on the publication date of
the notice required by subsection (b), the
Secretary of the Treasury shall dispose of all
unused funds described in paragraph (2) by
depositing in the Treasury of the United
States as miscellaneous receipts any such
funds that are not used for such additional
payments.

(2) UNUSED FUNDS.—The unused funds re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) are any remaining
balance in the Iraq Claims Fund.
SEC. 9. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:
(1) EXECUTIVE AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Execu-

tive agency’’ has the meaning given that
term by section 105 of title 5, United States
Code.

(2) GOVERNMENT OF IRAQ.—The term ‘‘Gov-
ernment of Iraq’’ includes agencies, instru-
mentalities, and controlled entities (includ-
ing public sector enterprises) of that govern-
ment.

(3) UNITED NATIONS COMMISSION.—The term
‘‘United Nations Commission’’ means the
United Nations Compensation Commission
established pursuant to United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 687 (1991).

(4) UNITED STATES COMMISSION.—The term
‘‘United States Commission’’ means the For-
eign Claims Settlement Commission of the
United States.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, March 18, 1998.
Hon. TOM HARKIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR HARKIN: On behalf of the
VFW and its 2.1 million members I thank
you for taking the initiative to introduce
The Gulf War Veterans’ Iraqi Claims Protec-
tion Act of 1998. The bill will ensure that in-
dividual veterans claims are given a priority
for receiving compensation from Iraqi assets
frozen in the United States by our Govern-
ment.

The VFW has consistently taken the posi-
tion since 1993 that veterans of Desert Shield
and Desert Storm should have priority sta-
tus regarding compensation from Iraq for in-
jury and illness they received in line of duty.

Again, thank you for your show of strong
support on behalf of all veterans, especially
those who went to the Persian Gulf, fought
the war, and in some cases suffered personal
injuries, material losses, and even death. It
will be our pleasure to participate in any
manner necessary to further assist you in
this effort.

Sincerely,
JOHN E. MOON,

Commander-in-Chief.

By Mr. HAGEL (for himself, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. ROBERTS and Mr.
CHAFEE, and Mr. DOMENICI):

S. 1795. A bill to reform the Inter-
national Monetary Fund and to author-
ize United States participation in a
quota increase and the New Arrange-
ments to Borrow of the International
Monetary Fund, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.
THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND REFORM

ACT

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, today I
am joining with Senators GRAMS, ROB-
ERTS, CHAFEE, and DOMENICI in intro-
ducing the International Monetary
Fund Reform Act. This legislation is
the product of weeks of work and nego-
tiation we have undertaken to develop
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a package of very tough—but achiev-
able—reforms for the IMF. We all agree
that there must be IMF reform. But
relevant, workable, and achievable re-
forms are what we must put in place.

It’s in America’s national interest for
Congress to move swiftly to support
the full $18 billion request for the IMF.
Our actions—or inactions—will have
real short-term and long-term eco-
nomic consequences for America’s in-
terests in Asia and around the world.
This morning, I chaired a hearing in
the Foreign Relations Committee that
showed how important the IMF is to
American agriculture and our ability
to build and keep markets overseas. We
cannot discount the importance of the
message our actions or inactions here
will send. A stable Asian marketplace
is in America’s interest.

We are introducing this legislation
today so that all our colleagues can re-
view the compromise language we have
put together. As the debate on this
issue unfolds, we intend to remain ac-
tively involved.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1795

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Monetary Fund Reform Act of
1998’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITION.

For purposes of this Act, the term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees’’ means the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs of the Senate, and the Committee on
International Relations and the Committee
on Banking and Financial Service of the
House of Representatives.

TITLE I—INTERNATIONAL MONETARY
FUND

SEC. 101. PARTICIPATION IN QUOTA INCREASE.
The Bretton Woods Agreements Act (22

U.S.C. 286–286mm) is amended by adding at
the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 61. QUOTA INCREASE.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-
ernor of the Fund may consent to an in-
crease in the quota of the United States in
the Fund equivalent to 10,622,500,000 Special
Drawing Rights.

‘‘(b) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au-
thority provided by subsection (a) shall be
effective only to such extent or in such
amounts as are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts.’’.
SEC. 102. CONDITIONS FOR RELEASE OF FUNDS.

(a) LIMITATIONS ON FUNDING.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, any
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for an increase in the quota of the
United States in the International Monetary
Fund pursuant to this title shall not be
available for such increase until the Sec-
retary of the Treasury makes the certifi-
cations described in subsection (b) and (c) to
the appropriate congressional committees.

(b) CERTIFICATION REGARDING TRANS-
PARENCY.—The certification described in this
subsection means a certification by the Sec-

retary of the Treasury to the appropriate
congressional committees that the United
States is taking all necessary and appro-
priate steps to—

(1) ensure that the internal processes of
the IMF becomes open and transparent;

(2) strengthen the ability of all countries,
Congress, and the public to obtain timely
and accurate information about the decision
making process and other internal processes
of the IMF;

(3) obtain routine release to the public of
IMF documents, including official working
papers, past evaluations, all Letters of In-
tent, and Policy Framework Papers.

(4) provide for greater accessibility, for
both policymakers and members of the pub-
lic, of the IMF and its staff; and

(5) obtain timely and complete publication
of the Article IV consultations conducted by
the IMF for each member country.

(c) CERTIFICATION REGARDING FUTURE
LENDING STANDARDS.—The certification de-
scribed in this subsection means a certifi-
cation by the Secretary of the Treasury of
the appropriate congressional committees
that the International Monetary Fund rou-
tinely seeks, as a standard condition for
lending and other uses of the Fund’s re-
sources, that borrower countries be required
to—

(1) comply with the borrower country’s
international trading obligations including,
if applicable, with the standards of the World
Trade Organization;

(2) comply with appropriate international
banking and financial standards and not en-
gage in the pattern or practice of improper
government-directed lending to favored in-
dustries, enterprises, parties, or institutions;
and

(3) have or be developing bankruptcy laws
and procedures to provide for liquidation and
restructuring of businesses, and make
progress toward assuring nondiscriminatory
treatment of domestic and foreign creditors,
debtors, and other concerned persons.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than October 1, 1998,
and not later than March 1 of each year
thereafter, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report describing the
steps taken by the United States to achieve
the objectives set forth in subsection (b) and
progress made toward achieving such objec-
tives.

TITLE II—NEW ARRANGEMENTS TO
BORROW

SEC. 201. NEW ARRANGEMENTS TO BORROW.
Section 17 of the Bretton Woods Agree-

ments Act (22 U.S.C. 286e–2 et seq.) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and February 24, 1983’’ and

inserting ‘‘February 24, 1983, and January 27,
1997’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘4,250,000,000’’ and inserting
‘‘6,712,000,000’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking
‘‘4,250,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘6,712,000,000’’;
and

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘or the Decision of Janu-

ary 27, 1997,’’ after ‘‘February 24, 1983,’’; and
(B) by inserting ‘‘or the New Arrangements

to Borrow, as applicable’’ before the period
at the end.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself,
Mr. INOUYE, and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1796. A bill to amend the Higher
Education Act to 1965 to increase post-
secondary education opportunities for
Hispanic students and other student
populations underrepresented in post-
secondary education; to the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources.

THE HIGHER EDUCATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY
ACT

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am
glad to be here today to introduce the
Higher Education for the 21st Century
Act, which is also cosponsored by Sen-
ators INOUYE and MURRAY.
THE IMPORTANCE OF IMPROVING POST-SECOND-

ARY EDUCATION FOR HISPANIC AND NATIVE
AMERICANS

Improving the quality and availabil-
ity of postsecondary opportunities for
Hispanics and Native Americans is one
of my top priorities during the reau-
thorization of the Higher Education
Act.

I was one of the authors and lead sup-
porters of the original Hispanic Serv-
ing Institutions proposal that was en-
acted in 1992.

I also authored the Educational Eq-
uity for Land Grant Status Act of 1994,
and the Tribally Controlled, Post—Sec-
ondary Vocational Institutions Pro-
gram that helps institutions such as
Crownpoint.

EXAMPLES FROM NEW MEXICO

Like others, I have many of these in-
stitutions in my state:

Hispanic serving institutions such as
Albuquerque Technical Vocational In-
stitute and Santa Fe Community Col-
lege, and

Tribal colleges such as Crownpoint
Institute of Technology, the Southwest
Indian Technical institute, and the In-
stitute for American Indian Arts.

As I will describe, these institutions
are essential lifelines for so many His-
panic and Native American students
who aspire to post-secondary edu-
cation.
STRONG BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR HISPANIC

SERVING INSTITUTIONS AND TRIBAL COLLEGES
AND UNIVERSITIES

I am also glad to report to that the
proposals contained in this legislation
has the support of a broad, bipartisan
group of members in both the House
and Senate, as well as the Administra-
tion:

In the last two weeks, 19 Senators
from both sides of the aisle joined in
sending letters to the Labor Commit-
tee expressing their strong support for
these goals.

Over 30 Members of the House have
joined to cosponsor companion legisla-
tion, HR 2495.

The Administration has proposed
parallel provisions in its recommenda-
tions for the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act.

HOW THE CURRENT TITLE III WORKS

Under current law, there are only
limited provisions for HSIs, and no pro-
visions at all for Tribal Colleges.

Title III, called ‘‘Strengthening Insti-
tutions’’ is intended to provide grants
to colleges that serve large populations
of low-income and minority students,
enabling them to improve the quality
of their programs:

There are several special provisions
to support Historically Black Colleges;

There is a small provision that al-
lows some HSIs that meet highly re-
strictive eligibility requirements to re-
ceive funds; and
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There is no special provision for the

particular needs of Tribal Colleges.
STREAMLINING AND EXPANDING HISPANIC

SERVING INSTITUTIONS

While they make up only about 3 per-
cent of all colleges and universities,
HSIs educate over half of all Hispanic
Americans nationwide.

In fact, HSIs account for over 45 per-
cent of the Associate’s degrees earned
by Hispanics nationwide, and almost 50
percent of Bachelor’s degrees.

Though the current HSI program is
very successful, there are several as-
pects that I believe should be im-
proved. This bill would:

Increase the HSI authorization from
$45 to $100 million;

Create a new Part C within Title III
specifically for HSIs; and,

Eliminate cumbersome and inequi-
table data collection requirements
about parents’ educational attainment.

CREATING NEW OPPORTUNITIES FOR TRIBAL
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

This bill also helps tribal colleges
and universities (or ‘‘TCUs’’), by creat-
ing a funding stream that would enable
them to compete for similar grants
under the Higher Education Act.

At present, there are 30 tribal col-
leges in 12 states serving over 25,000
students from 200 tribes, which con-
tinue to be among the most under-
funded institutions of higher education
in the nation.

However, Tribal Colleges or Univer-
sities have been hampered by a legacy
of inadequate and unstable funding, be-
cause they do not have large resource
bases to draw on and generally do not
receive State funding.

This bill:
Creates a new Part D within Title III

specifically for TCUs;
Establishes an FY99 authorization

level of $50 million; and
Includes ALL tribal colleges—includ-

ing those land grant institutions such
as Crownpoint Institute of Technology
that are currently excluded from the
Tribal Community Colleges Act.

WHY HSIS AND TCUS NEED THESE PROGRAMS

One of the main reasons these
changes are needed has to do with the
limited educational opportunities and
disproportionately low educational
achievement of both Hispanics and Na-
tive Americans in most parts of the
country.

Over 40 percent of Hispanic students
do not complete a bachelor’s degree,
and 30 percent of young Hispanics have
not graduated from high school.

Only 8.9 percent of American Indian
and Alaska Native Youth earn 4 year
bachelor’s degrees or higher academic
degrees compared to 20.3% of the Na-
tion as a whole.

This is not to say that there aren’t
needy students at all types of institu-
tions around the country but simply to
point out that American Indian and
Hispanic students—and the colleges
that educate them—are among the
most needy.

UNCLEAR PROGRESS ON THESE ISSUES IN THE
LABOR COMMITTEE

Despite the strong support for these
changes, it is unclear at present if the

House Education Committee or the
working group in the Labor Committee
will agree to make significant changes.

In the House Education Committee
there has been some notable progress,
including a new $10 million section for
Tribal Colleges and an increased au-
thorization level for HSIs.

However, in recent Labor Committee
drafts there have been only minor
changes for HSIs, and no action at all
to support tribal colleges.

CONCLUSION

This Act contains changes that have
tremendous importance both symboli-
cally and substantively that will pro-
vide opportunities Congress to lead the
way in helping the most needy institu-
tions helping the most disadvantaged
students.

Knowing that Senator JEFFORDS and
Senator KENNEDY and other members
of the Labor Committee are long-
standing supporters of tribal colleges
and HSIs, I am hoping that the Com-
mittee will be persuaded of the need to
make these changes.

I urge my colleagues to lend their
support to this Act, and call on my
friends in the Labor Committee to in-
clude these provisions in the reauthor-
ization of the Higher Education Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1796
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Higher Education for the 21st Century
Act’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise spe-
cifically provided, whenever in this Act an
amendment or repeal is expressed as an
amendment or repeal of a section or other
provision, the reference shall be considered
to be made to that section or provision in
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1001 et seq).
SEC. 2. HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III (20 U.S.C. 1051 et
seq.) is amended—

(1) by redesignating parts C and D (20
U.S.C. 1065 et seq. and 1066 et seq.) as parts
E and F, respectively;

(2) by redesignating section 331 (20 U.S.C.
1065) as section 341;

(3) by redesignating sections 351, 352, 353,
354, 356, 357, 358, and 360 (20 U.S.C. 1066, 1067,
1068, 1069, 1069b, 1069c, 1069d, and 1069f) as sec-
tions 361, 362, 363, 364, 365, 366, 367, and 368, re-
spectively;

(4) by repealing section 316 (20 U.S.C.
1059c); and

(5) by inserting after part B the following:
‘‘PART C—HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS

‘‘SEC. 331. FINDINGS.
‘‘Congress makes the following findings:
‘‘(1) The disparity in educational oppor-

tunity between Hispanics and other Ameri-
cans has become increasingly apparent. His-
panic student participation in higher edu-
cation has remained basically stagnant with
only 8 percent of Hispanic students attend-
ing higher education, and with Hispanic stu-
dents experiencing a high school drop out

rate in excess of 30 percent. Hispanics have
the lowest college participation rates of any
major race or ethnic group and attain de-
grees at a much lower rate than white stu-
dents.

‘‘(2) Efforts to correct this severe underrep-
resentation of Hispanics in postsecondary
education have been woefully inadequate.
All too often, responses that could be found
were targeted too broadly, constructed too
narrowly, or underfunded. With the single
exception of the Pell Grant program, Federal
higher education programs severely
underserve Hispanics.

‘‘(3) Hispanic-serving institutions of higher
education have contributed significantly to
providing equal educational opportunities
for Hispanic students, particularly students
from low-income and educationally dis-
advantaged families. Hispanic-serving insti-
tutions serve a unique function within the
Nation’s higher education community. While
constituting only 3 percent of the Nation’s
higher education institutions, they served
more than half of all Hispanic students en-
rolled in postsecondary education.

‘‘(4) Hispanic-serving institutions shoulder
the burden of providing high-quality edu-
cational opportunities for the fastest grow-
ing segment of the Nation’s population. This
population has the Nation’s highest second-
ary school drop out rate and an exceedingly
low level of participation in Federal higher
education intervention programs such as Up-
ward Bound. It also has historically been
subjected to educational, economic, and po-
litical discrimination. Absent the existence
of these necessary and critical institutions,
Hispanic students would be less likely to
have access to the benefits of postsecondary
education. However, many Hispanic-serving
institutions lack adequate institutional and
financial resources to fully meet the growing
postsecondary educational needs of this tar-
get population.

‘‘(5) Providing financial assistance to eligi-
ble Hispanic-serving institutions to enable
them to strengthen their institutional, aca-
demic, and fiscal resources, and to increase
their services for Hispanic and other low-in-
come, educationally disadvantaged students
will increase the institutions’ viability and
self-sufficiency and will enable Hispanic-
serving institutions to meet better the criti-
cal 21st century needs of the Nation.

‘‘SEC. 332. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide grants and related assistance to His-
panic-serving institutions to enable such in-
stitutions to improve and expand their ca-
pacity to serve Hispanic students and other
low-income individuals.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—
‘‘(1) TYPES OF ACTIVITIES AUTHORIZED.—

Grants awarded under this section shall be
used by Hispanic-serving institutions of
higher education to assist such institutions
to plan, develop, undertake, and carry out
programs.

‘‘(2) EXAMPLES OF AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—
Such programs may include—

‘‘(A) purchase, rental, or lease of scientific
or laboratory equipment for educational pur-
poses, including instructional and research
purposes;

‘‘(B) renovation and improvement in class-
room, library, laboratory, and other instruc-
tional facilities;

‘‘(C) support of faculty exchanges, and fac-
ulty development and faculty fellowships to
assist in attaining advanced degrees in their
field of instruction;

‘‘(D) curriculum development and aca-
demic instruction;

‘‘(E) purchase of library books, periodicals,
microfilm, and other educational materials;
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‘‘(F) funds and administrative manage-

ment, and acquisition of equipment for use
in strengthening funds management;

‘‘(G) joint use of facilities such as labora-
tories and libraries; and

‘‘(H) academic tutoring and counseling pro-
grams and student support services.
‘‘SEC. 333. GRANTS FOR GRADUATE AND PROFES-

SIONAL PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide grants and related assistance to His-
panic-serving institutions with graduate and
professional programs to enable such institu-
tions to improve and expand graduate and
professional opportunities for Hispanic stu-
dents and other students underrepresented in
graduate education.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants
awarded under this section shall be used by
Hispanic-serving institutions—

‘‘(1) to recruit Hispanic students and other
students underrepresented in graduate edu-
cation to enroll in graduate and professional
programs;

‘‘(2) to provide stipends for such students;
‘‘(3) to increase the capacity of the institu-

tion to serve such students by increasing fac-
ulty or counselling services for such stu-
dents; or

‘‘(4) to expand the number of Hispanic and
other underrepresented graduate and profes-
sional students that can be served by the in-
stitution by expanding courses and institu-
tional resources.
‘‘SEC. 334. APPLICATION PROCESS.

‘‘(a) INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY.—Each His-
panic-serving institution desiring to receive
assistance under this part shall submit to
the Secretary such enrollment data as may
be necessary to demonstrate that the insti-
tution is a Hispanic-serving institution as
defined in section 336, along with such other
data and information as the Secretary may
by regulation require.

‘‘(b) APPLICATIONS.—Any institution which
is determined by the Secretary to be a His-
panic-serving institution (on the basis of the
data and information submitted under sub-
section (a)) may submit an application for
assistance under this part to the Secretary.
Such application shall include—

‘‘(1) a 5-year plan for improving the assist-
ance provided by the Hispanic-serving insti-
tution to Hispanic students and other low-in-
come individuals; and

‘‘(2) such other information and assurance
as the Secretary may require.

‘‘(c) PRIORITY.—With respect to applica-
tions for assistance under section 332, the
Secretary shall give priority to applications
that contain satisfactory evidence that such
institution has entered into or will enter
into a collaborative arrangement with at
least one local educational agency to provide
such agency with assistance (from funds
other than funds provided under this part) in
reducing Hispanic dropout rates, improving
Hispanic rates of academic achievement, and
increasing the rates at which Hispanic sec-
ondary school graduates enroll in higher
education.
‘‘SEC. 335. SPECIAL RULE.

‘‘No Hispanic-serving institution that is el-
igible for and receives funds under this part
may receive funds under part A or B during
the period for which funds under this part
are awarded.
‘‘SEC. 336. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For purposes of this part:
‘‘(1) HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTION.—The

term ‘Hispanic-serving institution’ means an
institution of higher education which—

‘‘(A) is an eligible institution under section
312(b);

‘‘(B) at the time of application, has an en-
rollment of undergraduate full-time equiva-
lent students that is at least 25 percent His-
panic students; and

‘‘(C) provides assurances that not less than
50 percent of its Hispanic students are low-
income individuals.

‘‘(2) LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUAL.—The term
‘low-income individual’ means an individual
from a family whose taxable income for the
preceding year did not exceed 150 percent of
an amount equal to the poverty level deter-
mined by using criteria of poverty estab-
lished by the Bureau of the Census.’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 368(a) (as redesignated by subsection
(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1069f(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘PART A.—’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘(other than section 316)’’;

and
(C) by striking subparagraph (B);
(2) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (4);
(3) in paragraph (4) (as redesignated by

paragraph (2))—
(A) by striking ‘‘C.—’’ and inserting

‘‘E.—’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘part C,’’ and inserting

‘‘part E,’’; and
(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(3) PART C.—(A) There are authorized to

be appropriated to carry out part C (other
than section 332), $80,000,000 for fiscal year
1999, and such sums as may be necessary for
each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years.

‘‘(B) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out section 332, $20,000,000
for fiscal year 1999, and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal
years.’’.
SEC. 3. AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBAL COLLEGES

AND UNIVERSITIES.
(a) AMENDMENT.—Title III (20 U.S.C. 1051 et

seq.) is amended by inserting after part C (as
added by section 2(a)(5)) the following:
‘‘PART D—STRENGTHENING AMERICAN

INDIAN TRIBAL COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES

‘‘SEC. 351. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.
‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the follow-

ing findings:
‘‘(1) Indian tribes are domestic dependent

nations, which exercise inherent sovereign
authority over their members and terri-
tories, and as governments, Indian tribes
have the authority to administer edu-
cational institutions.

‘‘(2) Historically, the education system in
the United States has encouraged American
Indian and Alaska Native students to forgo
their Native language and culture in favor of
Western language and culture, and those
educational practices have been damaging to
Indian students and their communities.

‘‘(3) In general, American Indian and Alas-
ka Native youth have a lower economic sta-
tus than students in the Nation as a whole,
and roughly twice as many American Indian
and Alaska Native youth live below the pov-
erty line as compared to youth in the gen-
eral population.

‘‘(4) In general, American Indian and Alas-
ka Native youth have a lower educational at-
tainment level than youth in the Nation as
a whole, and only 8.9 percent of American In-
dian and Alaska Native students earn 4-year
bachelor’s degrees or higher academic de-
grees compared to 20.3 percent of the stu-
dents in the Nation as a whole.

‘‘(5) Tribal Colleges or Universities have
been established by tribal governments to
make postsecondary educational opportuni-
ties available in American Indian commu-
nities, including general equivalency diplo-
mas (GED’s), remedial instruction, and aca-
demic, vocational, and technical programs
similar to those offered by public and private
colleges and universities.

‘‘(6) In addition, Tribal Colleges or Univer-
sities fulfill unique and vitally important

missions of preserving, recording, teaching,
and fostering Native languages and cultures.

‘‘(7) Tribal Colleges or Universities are
well suited to serve American Indian com-
munities because Tribal Colleges or Univer-
sities are physically located in the commu-
nities that they serve and are attuned to Na-
tive languages and cultures.

‘‘(8) Tribal Colleges or Universities have
been hampered by a lack of adequate and
stable funding resources because, unlike
State land-grant institutions, Tribal Col-
leges or Universities do not have large re-
source bases to draw on, and Tribal Colleges
or Universities generally do not receive
State funding. This lack of funding seriously
threatens the continued viability of some of
these institutions.

‘‘(9) Based on the United States unique
trust responsibility to American Indians, fi-
nancial assistance to establish, support, and
strengthen the physical plants, financial
management, academic resources, and en-
dowments of the Tribal Colleges or Univer-
sities is appropriate to enhance these insti-
tutions and to expand the capacity of these
institutions to serve American Indian stu-
dents.

‘‘(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this
part to improve the academic quality, tech-
nological capacity, instructional manage-
ment, and fiscal stability of eligible Tribal
Colleges or Universities in order to strength-
en the ability of Tribal Colleges or Univer-
sities to make a substantial contribution to
the higher education resources of the Nation.
‘‘SEC. 352. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For the purposes of this part—
‘‘(1) the term ‘Indian’ means a person who

is a member of an Indian tribe;
‘‘(2) the term ‘Indian tribe’ means any In-

dian or Alaska native tribe, band, nation,
pueblo, village, or community that is recog-
nized as eligible for the special programs and
services provided by the United States to In-
dians because of their status as Indians;

‘‘(3) the term ‘Tribal College or University’
means an institution of higher education
which is formally controlled, or has been for-
mally sanctioned, or chartered, by the gov-
erning body of an Indian tribe or tribes, or
which meets the criteria for eligibility set
forth in section 354(a); and

‘‘(4) the term ‘institution of higher edu-
cation’ means an institution of higher edu-
cation as defined by section 1201(a), except
that clause paragraph (2) of such section
shall not be applicable.
‘‘SEC. 353. GRANTS TO INSTITUTIONS; GENERAL

AUTHORIZATION AND USE OF
FUNDS.

‘‘(a) GRANTS.—From the amounts made
available under section 368(a)(4) for any fis-
cal year, the Secretary shall make grants, to
Tribal Colleges or Universities that meet the
requirements of subsection (a) of section 354
and have applications approved by the Sec-
retary, to carry out the activity described in
subsection (b).

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grant funds under this

section may be used for any of the following
purposes:

‘‘(A) Purchase, rental, or lease of scientific
or laboratory equipment for educational pur-
poses, including instructional and research
purposes.

‘‘(B) Construction, maintenance, renova-
tion, and improvement in classroom, library,
laboratory, and other instructional facili-
ties, including purchase or rental of tele-
communications technology equipment or
services.

‘‘(C) Support of faculty exchanges, faculty
development, and faculty fellowships to as-
sist faculty in attaining advanced degrees in
their field of instruction.
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‘‘(D) Academic instruction in disciplines in

which American Indians are underrep-
resented.

‘‘(E) Purchase of library books, periodicals,
and other educational materials, including
telecommunications program material.

‘‘(F) Tutoring, counseling, and student
service programs designed to improve aca-
demic success.

‘‘(G) Funds management, administrative
management, and acquisition of equipment
for use in strengthening funds management.

‘‘(H) Joint use of facilities, such as labora-
tories and libraries.

‘‘(I) Establishing or improving a develop-
ment office to strengthen or improve con-
tributions from alumni and the private sec-
tor.

‘‘(J) Establishing or enhancing a program
of teacher education designed to qualify stu-
dents to teach in elementary or secondary
schools, with a particular emphasis on teach-
ing American Indian children and youth,
that shall include, as part of such program,
preparation for teacher certification.

‘‘(K) Establishing community outreach
programs which will encourage American In-
dian elementary school and secondary school
students to develop the academic skills and
the interest to pursue postsecondary edu-
cation.

‘‘(L) Investing in the technological im-
provement of the Tribal College or Univer-
sity’s administration of funds made avail-
able to students under title IV.

‘‘(M) Other activities proposed in the appli-
cation submitted pursuant to section 354
that are approved by the Secretary as part of
the review and acceptance of such applica-
tion.

‘‘(2) ENDOWMENT FUND.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A Tribal College or Uni-

versity may use not more than 20 percent of
the grant funds provided under this part to
establish or increase an endowment fund at
the institution.

‘‘(B) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—In order to
be eligible to use grant funds in accordance
with subparagraph (A), the Tribal College or
University shall provide matching funds
from non-Federal sources, in an amount
equal to not less than 50 percent of the Fed-
eral funds used in accordance with paragraph
(1), for the establishment or increase of the
endowment fund.

‘‘(c) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under
this section, the Secretary shall give prior-
ity to a Tribal College or University that
proposes to carry out a program that
strengthens the technological capabilities of
institutions, as determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(d) PLANNING GRANTS.—The Secretary
may award a grant under this part to a Trib-
al College or University for a period of 1 year
for the purpose of preparing a technological
needs assessment, a plan, and an application
for a grant under this section.
‘‘SEC. 354. ELIGIBILITY AND APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to receive
assistance under this part, an institution
shall meet the following criteria:

‘‘(1) INSTITUTION.—An institution shall—
‘‘(A) receive assistance under the Tribally

Controlled Community College Assistance
Act of 1978;

‘‘(B) receive assistance under part H of
title III of the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Applied Technology Education Act;

‘‘(C) receive assistance under the Act of
November 2, 1921 (commonly known as the
‘Snyder Act’) (42 Stat. 208, chapter 115; 25
U.S.C. 13);

‘‘(D) receive assistance under the American
Indian, Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian
Culture and Art Development Act; or

‘‘(E) receive funding under the Equity in
Educational Land Grant Status Act of 1994.

‘‘(2) ACCREDITATION.—An institution that is
accredited by a nationally recognized accred-
iting agency or association determined by
the Secretary to be a reliable authority for
the quality of training offered, or is, accord-
ing to such an agency or association, making
reasonable progress toward accreditation.

‘‘(b) APPLICATION.—Any institution desir-
ing to receive assistance under this part
shall submit an application to the Secretary
at such time and in such manner as the Sec-
retary may by regulation reasonably require.
Each such application shall include—

‘‘(1) a 5-year plan for improving the assist-
ance provided by the Tribal College or Uni-
versity to Indian students, increasing the
rates at which Indian secondary school stu-
dents enroll in higher education, and in-
creasing overall postsecondary retention
rates for Indian students; and

‘‘(2) measurable goals for the institution’s
proposed activities, including a plan for how
the institution intends to achieve the goals.

‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULE.—For the purposes of
this part, a Tribal College or University that
is eligible for and receives funds under this
part shall not receive funds under part A
during the period for which the funds under
this part are awarded.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Part F (as
redesignated by section 2(a)(1)) (20 U.S.C.
1066 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in section 361(b)(1) (as redesignated by
section 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1066(b)(1)), by strik-
ing ‘‘part C)’’ and inserting ‘‘part E)’’;

(2) in section 361(b)(6) (as redesignated by
section 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1066(b)(6)), by strik-
ing ‘‘section 357’’ and inserting ‘‘section 366,
except that for purposes of part D, para-
graphs (2) and (3) of such section shall not
apply’’;

(3) in section 362 (as redesignated by sec-
tion 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1067), by striking ‘‘part
A’’ each place the term appears and inserting
‘‘part A, C, or D’’;

(4) in section 363(a)(2) (as redesignated by
section 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1068(a)(2)), by strik-
ing ‘‘Native American colleges and univer-
sities’’ and inserting ‘‘American Indian Trib-
al Colleges and Universities’’;

(5) in section 363(a)(3)(A) (as redesignated
by section 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1068(a)(3)(A)), by
inserting after ‘‘special consideration for
grants awarded under part B’’ the following:
‘‘, and of the types of activities referred to in
section 353 that should receive special con-
sideration for grants awarded under parts C
and D’’;

(6) in section 365(a) (as redesignated by sec-
tion 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1069b(a)), by inserting
‘‘, C, or D’’ after ‘‘institution eligible under
part B’’;

(7) in section 366 (as redesignated by sec-
tion 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1069c)—

(A) by striking ‘‘The funds’’ and inserting
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—For purposes of part D of
this title, paragraphs (2) and (3) of subsection
(a) shall not apply.’’;

(8) in section 368(a) (as redesignated by sec-
tion 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1069f(a)), by inserting
after paragraph (3) (as added by section
2(b)(4)) the following:

‘‘(4) PART D.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out part D, $50,000,000
for fiscal year 1999 and such sums as may be
necessary for each of the four succeeding fis-
cal years.’’; and

(9) in section 368(e) (as redesignated by sec-
tion 2(a)(3)) (20 U.S.C. 1069f(e))—

(A) by striking ‘‘(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘(4)’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘part C’’ and inserting

‘‘part E’’; and
(C) by striking ‘‘section 331’’ and inserting

‘‘section 341’’.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
S. 195

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. BIDEN], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CRAIG], and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER] were with-
drawn as cosponsors of S. 195, a bill to
abolish the National Endowment for
the Arts and the National Council on
the Arts.

At the request of Mr. D’AMATO, his
name was withdrawn as a cosponsor of
S. 195, supra.

S. 351

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 351, a bill to provide for teacher
technology training.

S. 567

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] was added as a cosponsor of S.
567, a bill to permit revocation by
members of the clergy of their exemp-
tion from social security coverage.

S. 614

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. DODD] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 614, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide flexi-
bility in the use of unused volume cap
for tax-exempt bonds, to provide a
$20,000,000 limit on small issue bonds,
and for other purposes.

S. 887

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] was added
as a cosponsor of S. 887, a bill to estab-
lish in the National Service the Na-
tional Underground Railroad Network
to Freedom program, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1260

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. MCCAIN], and the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON] were added
as cosponsors of S. 1260, a bill to amend
the Securities Act of 1933 and the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 to limit the
conduct of securities class actions
under State law, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1283

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1283, a bill to award Congressional
gold medals to Jean Brown Trickey,
Carlotta Walls LaNier, Melba Patillo
Beals, Terrence Roberts, Gloria Ray
Karlmark, Thelma Mothershed Wair,
Ernest Green, Elizabeth Eckford, and
Jefferson Thomas, commonly referred
collectively as the ‘‘Little Rock Nine’’
on the occasion of the 40th anniversary
of the integration of the Central High
School in Little Rock, Arkansas.

S. 1334

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
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LAUTENBERG] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1334, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to establish a dem-
onstration project to evaluate the fea-
sibility of using the Federal Employees
Health Benefits program to ensure the
availability of adequate health care for
Medicare-eligible beneficiaries under
the military health care system.

S. 1618

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LOTT] and the Senator from Or-
egon [Mr. SMITH] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1618, a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to improve the
protection of consumers against ‘‘slam-
ming’’ by telecommunications carriers,
and for other purposes.

S. 1705

At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN, the name of the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. ROBB] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1705, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
pand the incentives for the construc-
tion and renovation of public schools.

S. 1737

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name
of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
ENZI] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1737, a bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 to provide a uniform
application of the confidentiality privi-
lege to taxpayer communications with
federally authorized practitioners.

S. 1748

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name
of the Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO] was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1748, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that
the reduced capital gains tax rates
apply to long-term capital gain from
property with at least a 1-year holding
period.

S. 1760

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
names of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. KOHL] and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. FEINGOLD] were added as
cosponsors of S. 1760, a bill to amend
the National Sea Grant College Pro-
gram Act to clarify the term Great
Lakes.

S. 1764

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1764, a bill to amend sections
3345 through 3349 of title 5, United
States Code (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Vacancies Act’’) to clarify statu-
tory requirements relating to vacan-
cies in certain Federal offices, and for
other purposes.

S. 1789

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S.
1789, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act and the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to improve access to health insur-
ance and medicare benefits for individ-
uals ages 55 to 65 to be fully funded

through premiums and anti-fraud pro-
vision, and for other purposes.

SENATE RESOLUTION 155

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. THOMPSON] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. BURNS] were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 155, a
resolution designating April 6 of each
year as ‘‘National Tartan Day’’ to rec-
ognize the outstanding achievements
and contributions made by Scottish
Americans to the United States.

SENATE RESOLUTION 194

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE] were added as
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 194, a
resolution designating the week of
April 20 through April 26, 1998, as ‘‘Na-
tional Kick Drugs Out of America
Week.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 195

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. LOTT], the Senator from New York
[Mr. D’AMATO], the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. BIDEN], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], the Senator from
California [Mrs. BOXER], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Resolution 195, a resolution designat-
ing the week of March 22 through
March 28, 1998, as ‘‘National Corrosion
Prevention Week.’’
f

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 85—CALLING FOR AN END
TO THE VIOLENT REPRESSION
OF THE PEOPLE OF KOSOVO

Mr. NICKLES (for himself, Mr. DODD,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. LIEBERMAN,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KYL, Mr. KERREY, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. INHOFE,
Mr. CLELAND, and Mr. COVERDELL) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to.

S. CON. RES. 85
Whereas ethnic Albanians constitute nine-

ty percent of the population of the province
of Kosovo;

Whereas the human rights situation in
Kosovo has recently deteriorated, culminat-
ing in the killing of more than 70 ethnic Al-
banians, including innocent women and chil-
dren, by Serbian police and paramilitary
forces controlled by Yugoslav President
Slobodan Milosevic;

Whereas Serbian authorities controlled by
Milosevic have attempted to thwart efforts
by international forensic experts to deter-
mine the cause of death of recent victims by
burying the dead against the wishes of their
families;

Whereas the current conflict in Kosovo
threatens to reignite war in the Balkans, and
is thereby a potential threat to regional
peace and security;

Whereas the six-nation Contact Group es-
tablished to monitor the situation in the
former Yugoslavia has requested that the
Serbian authorities controlled by Milosevic
grant International Red Cross personnel ac-
cess to areas where recent violence and kill-
ing have been reported;

Whereas the Contact Group has called
upon Milosevic to withdraw special police
units from Kosovo and enter into uncondi-
tional negotiations with ethnic Albanian po-
litical leaders in order to find a peaceful po-
litical solution to the conflict or face addi-
tional international sanctions; and

Whereas a peaceful resolution of the con-
flict in Kosovo must respect the rights of
members of all ethnic and religious groups in
Kosovo, all of whose representatives should
be involved in negotiations about the resolu-
tion of that conflict: Now, Therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress—

(1) the United States should condemn the
Serbian government controlled by Slobodan
Milosevic in the strongest possible terms for
the gross human rights violations against its
citizens, including the indiscriminate use of
Serbian paramilitary police units against
the Albanian population of Kosovo;

(2) the United States should condemn any
terrorist actions by any group or individual
in Kosovo;

(3) the international community should re-
spond affirmatively to the call of the Con-
tact Group for the imposition of broad-based
sanctions against the government of Serbia
if it fails to prevent additional atrocities by
the police and paramilitary units under its
control or does not otherwise comply imme-
diately with the terms set forth by the Con-
tact Group;

(4) the United States should freeze funds of
the governments of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and Serbia if the government of
Serbia fails to comply by March 25, 1998,
with the terms set forth by the Contact
Group;

(5) pursuant to the terms set forth by the
Contact Group, the United States should de-
mand that the Serbian government and the
ethnic Albanian leadership and the rep-
resentatives of all ethnic and religious
groups in Kosovo immediately begin uncon-
ditional talks to achieve a peaceful resolu-
tion to the conflict in Kosovo and to provide
for the exercise of the legitimate civil and
political rights of all persons in Kosovo; and

(6) the United States should demand that
international human rights monitors, espe-
cially personnel of the International Red
Cross who were forced to withdraw from
Kosovo, be allowed to return immediately to
Kosovo in order to be able to report on all
human rights violations.

f

SENATE RESOLUTION 198—DES-
IGNATING ‘‘NATIONAL BREAST
CANCER SURVIVORS’ DAY’’
Mr. MACK (for himself, Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
HATCH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BENNETT, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BOND, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK,
Mr. BRYAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. CHAFEE,
Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
ENZI, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr. FORD, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. GLENN, Mr. GORTON, Mr.
GRAMM, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
HAGEL, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr.
MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NICKLES, Mr.
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REED, Mr. ROBB, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
SARBANES, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SMITH of
New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Oregon,
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS,
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. COATS)
submitted the following resolution;
which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 198

Whereas breast cancer strikes an esti-
mated 178,700 women and 1,600 men in the
United States annually;

Whereas breast cancer strikes 1 out of
every 9 American women during an average
woman’s lifetime;

Whereas breast cancer is the leading cause
of death among American women between
the ages of 35 and 54;

Whereas during this decade, it is estimated
that more than 1,800,000 women and 12,000
men will be diagnosed with breast cancer in
the United States;

Whereas when breast cancer is detected at
an early stage, the 5 year survival rate is 97
percent;

Whereas according to the United States
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
the percentage of American women who die
from breast cancer has begun to decline;

Whereas according to the United States
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
the mortality rate among American women
with breast cancer decreased during the pe-
riod from 1990 to 1995; and

Whereas breast cancer survivors have
shown tremendous courage and determina-
tion in the face of adversity: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) designates April 1, 1998, as ‘‘National

Breast Cancer Survivors’ Day’’; and
(2) requests the President to issue a proc-

lamation calling upon the people of the
United States to observe the day with appro-
priate programs and activities.

f

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

THE EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT
FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SCHOOLS

ROTH AMENDMENT NO. 2019

Mr. ROTH proposed an amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-
free expenditures from education indi-
vidual retirement accounts for elemen-
tary and secondary school expenses, to
increase the maximum annual amount
of contributions to such accounts, and
for other purposes; as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and
insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT TO 1986

CODE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited

as the ‘‘Parent and Student Savings Account
PLUS Act’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO 1986 CODE.—Except as
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of
contents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; amendment to 1986
Code; table of contents.
TITLE I—TAX INCENTIVES FOR

EDUCATION

Sec. 101. Modifications to education indi-
vidual retirement accounts.

Sec. 102. Exclusion from gross income of
education distributions from qualified
State tuition programs.

Sec. 103. Extension of exclusion for em-
ployer-provided educational assistance.

Sec. 104. Additional increase in arbitrage
rebate exception for governmental
bonds used to finance education facili-
ties.

Sec. 105. Exclusion of certain amounts re-
ceived under the National Health Corps
Scholarship program.

Sec. 106. Treatment of qualified public
educational facility bonds as exempt
facility bonds.

TITLE II—REVENUE

Sec. 201. Clarification of deduction for de-
ferred compensation.

Sec. 202. Modification to foreign tax credit
carryback and carryover periods.
TITLE I—TAX INCENTIVES FOR

EDUCATION
SEC. 101. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI-

VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.
(a) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN-

TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defin-

ing qualified higher education expenses) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

education expenses’ means—
‘‘(i) qualified higher education expenses

(as defined in section 529(e)(3)), and
‘‘(ii) qualified elementary and secondary

education expenses (as defined in paragraph
(4)).
Such expenses shall be reduced as provided
in section 25A(g)(2).

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PRO-
GRAMS.—Such term shall include amounts
paid or incurred to purchase tuition credits
or certificates, or to make contributions to
an account, under a qualified State tuition
program (as defined in section 529(b)) for the
benefit of the beneficiary of the account.’’

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECOND-
ARY EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (re-
lating to definitions and special rules) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECOND-
ARY EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified el-
ementary and secondary education expenses’
means—

‘‘(i) expenses for tuition, fees, academic
tutoring, special needs services, books, sup-
plies, computer equipment (including related
software and services), and other equipment
which are incurred in connection with the
enrollment or attendance of the designated
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or
secondary school student at a public, pri-
vate, or religious school, or

‘‘(ii) expenses for room and board, uni-
forms, transportation, and supplementary
items and services (including extended day
programs) which are required or provided by
a public, private, or religious school in con-
nection with such enrollment or attendance.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.—
Such term shall include expenses described
in subparagraph (A)(i) in connection with
education provided by homeschooling if the
requirements of any applicable State or local
law are met with respect to such education.

‘‘(C) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means
any school which provides elementary edu-
cation or secondary education (kindergarten

through grade 12), as determined under State
law.’’

(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR APPLYING EXCLU-
SION TO ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EX-
PENSES.—Section 530(d)(2) (relating to dis-
tributions for qualified higher education ex-
penses) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULES FOR ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY EXPENSES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate amount
of qualified elementary and secondary edu-
cation expenses taken into account for pur-
poses of this paragraph with respect to any
education individual retirement account for
all taxable years shall not exceed the sum of
the aggregate contributions to such account
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2003, and earn-
ings on such contributions.

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL OPERATING RULES.—For pur-
poses of clause (i)—

‘‘(I) the trustee of an education individ-
ual retirement account shall keep separate
accounts with respect to contributions and
earnings described in clause (i), and

‘‘(II) if there are distributions in excess
of qualified elementary and secondary edu-
cation expenses for any taxable year, such
excess distributions shall be allocated first
to contributions and earnings not described
in clause (i).’’

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sub-
sections (b)(1) and (d)(2) of section 530 are
each amended by striking ‘‘higher’’ each
place it appears in the text and heading
thereof.

(b) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii)

(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by striking ‘‘$500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the contribution limit for such tax-
able year’’.

(2) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—Section 530(b)
(relating to definitions and special rules), as
amended by subsection (a)(2), is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(5) CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—The term ‘con-
tribution limit’ means $500 ($2,000 in the case
of any taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 1998, and ending before January 1,
2003).’’

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 530(d)(4)(C) is amended by

striking ‘‘$500’’ and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tion limit for such taxable year’’.

(B) Section 4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by
striking ‘‘$500’’ and inserting ‘‘the contribu-
tion limit (as defined in section 530(b)(5)) for
such taxable year’’.

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL-
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1)
(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:

‘‘The age limitations in the preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to any designated bene-
ficiary with special needs (as determined
under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary).’’

(d) CORPORATIONS PERMITTED TO CON-
TRIBUTE TO ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (re-
lating to reduction in permitted contribu-
tions based on adjusted gross income) is
amended by striking ‘‘The maximum amount
which a contributor’’ and inserting ‘‘In the
case of a contributor who is an individual,
the maximum amount the contributor’’.

(e) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 530(d)(2)
(relating to distributions for qualified edu-
cation expenses), as amended by subsection
(a)(3), is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(E) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED
AMOUNTS AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No de-
duction or credit shall be allowed to the tax-
payer under any other section of this chapter
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for any qualified education expenses to the
extent taken into account in determining
the amount of the exclusion under this para-
graph.’’

(f) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—
(1)(A) Section 530(b)(1)(E) (defining edu-

cation individual retirement account) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(E) Any balance to the credit of the des-
ignated beneficiary on the date on which the
beneficiary attains age 30 shall be distrib-
uted within 30 days after such date to the
beneficiary or, if the beneficiary dies before
attaining age 30, shall be distributed within
30 days after the date of death to the estate
of such beneficiary.’’

(B) Section 530(d) (relating to tax treat-
ment of distributions) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) DEEMED DISTRIBUTION ON REQUIRED
DISTRIBUTION DATE.—In any case in which a
distribution is required under subsection
(b)(1)(E), any balance to the credit of a des-
ignated beneficiary as of the close of the 30-
day period referred to in such subsection for
making such distribution shall be deemed
distributed at the close of such period.’’

(2)(A) Section 530(d)(1) is amended by
striking ‘‘section 72(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 72’’.

(B) Section 72(e) (relating to amounts
not received as annuities) is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (8) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(9) EXTENSION OF PARAGRAPH (2)(B) TO
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS AND EDU-
CATIONAL INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT AC-
COUNTS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this subsection, paragraph (2)(B) shall
apply to amounts received under a qualified
State tuition program (as defined in section
529(b)) or under an education individual re-
tirement account (as defined in section
530(b)). The rule of paragraph (8)(B) shall
apply for purposes of this paragraph.’’

(3) Section 530(d)(4)(B) (relating to excep-
tions) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end
of clause (ii), by striking the period at the
end of clause (iii) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and
by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘‘(iv) an amount which is includible in
gross income solely because the taxpayer
elected under paragraph (2)(C) to waive the
application of paragraph (2) for the taxable
year.’’

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1998.

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend-
ments made by subsection (f) shall take ef-
fect as if included in the amendments made
by section 213 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997.
SEC. 102. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF

EDUCATION DISTRIBUTIONS FROM
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(c)(3)(B) (re-
lating to distributions) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR QUALIFIED HIGHER
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—No amount shall be in-
cludible in gross income under subparagraph
(A) if the qualified higher education expenses
of the designated beneficiary during the tax-
able year are not less than the aggregate dis-
tributions during the taxable year.

‘‘(ii) DISTRIBUTIONS IN EXCESS OF EX-
PENSES.—If such aggregate distributions ex-
ceed such expenses during the taxable year,
the amount otherwise includible in gross in-
come under subparagraph (A) shall be re-
duced by the amount which bears the same
ratio to the amount so includible (without

regard to this subparagraph) as such ex-
penses bear to such aggregate distributions.

‘‘(iii) ELECTION TO WAIVE EXCLUSION.—A
taxpayer may elect to waive the application
of this subparagraph for any taxable year.

‘‘(iv) IN-KIND DISTRIBUTIONS.—Any benefit
furnished to a designated beneficiary under a
qualified State tuition program shall be
treated as a distribution to the beneficiary
for purposes of this paragraph.

‘‘(v) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED
AMOUNTS AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No de-
duction or credit shall be allowed to the tax-
payer under any other section of this chapter
for any qualified higher education expenses
to the extent taken into account in deter-
mining the amount of the exclusion under
this paragraph.’’

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED HIGHER EDU-
CATION EXPENSES.—Section 529(e)(3)(A) (de-
fining qualified higher education expenses) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
higher education expenses’ means expenses
for tuition, fees, academic tutoring, special
needs services, books, supplies, computer
equipment (including related software and
services), and other equipment which are in-
curred in connection with the enrollment or
attendance of the designated beneficiary at
an eligible educational institution.’’

(c) COORDINATION WITH EDUCATION CRED-
ITS.—Section 25A(e)(2) (relating to coordina-
tion with exclusions) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘a qualified State tuition
program or’’ before ‘‘an education individual
retirement account’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘section 530(d)(2)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 529(c)(3)(B) or 530(d)(2)’’.

(d) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section
529(c)(3)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘section
72(b)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 72’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1998.

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (d) shall take ef-
fect as if included in the amendments made
by section 211 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997.
SEC. 103. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSION FOR EM-

PLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 127(d) (relating
to termination of exclusion for educational
assistance programs) is amended by striking
‘‘May 31, 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31,
2002’’.

(b) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON GRADUATE
EDUCATION.—The last sentence of section
127(c)(1) (defining educational assistance) is
amended by striking ‘‘, and such term also
does not include any payment for, or the pro-
vision of any benefits with respect to, any
graduate level course of a kind normally
taken by an individual pursuing a program
leading to a law, business, medical, or other
advanced academic or professional degree’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) EXTENSION.—The amendment made by

subsection (a) shall apply to expenses paid
with respect to courses beginning after May
31, 2000.

(2) GRADUATE EDUCATION.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (b) shall apply to
expenses paid with respect to courses begin-
ning after December 31, 1997.
SEC. 104. ADDITIONAL INCREASE IN ARBITRAGE

REBATE EXCEPTION FOR GOVERN-
MENTAL BONDS USED TO FINANCE
EDUCATION FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 148(f)(4)(D)(vii)
(relating to increase in exception for bonds
financing public school capital expenditures)
is amended by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ the sec-
ond place it appears and inserting
‘‘$10,000,000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 1998.
SEC. 105. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS RE-

CEIVED UNDER THE NATIONAL
HEALTH CORPS SCHOLARSHIP PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 117(c) (relating
to the exclusion from gross income amounts
received as a qualified scholarship) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘Subsections (a)’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), subsections (a)’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(2) NATIONAL HEALTH CORPS SCHOLARSHIP
PROGRAM.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to
any amount received by an individual under
the National Health Corps Scholarship Pro-
gram under section 338A(g)(1)(A) of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to
amounts received in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1993.
SEC. 106. TREATMENT OF QUALIFIED PUBLIC

EDUCATIONAL FACILITY BONDS AS
EXEMPT FACILITY BONDS.

(a) TREATMENT AS EXEMPT FACILITY
BOND.—Subsection (a) of section 142 (relating
to exempt facility bond) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (11), by
striking the period at the end of paragraph
(12) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(13) qualified public educational facili-
ties.’’

(b) QUALIFIED PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FA-
CILITIES.—Section 142 is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(k) QUALIFIED PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FA-
CILITIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(13), the term ‘qualified public
educational facility’ means any school facil-
ity which is—

‘‘(A) part of a public elementary school
or a public secondary school,

‘‘(B) except as provided in paragraph
(6)(B)(iii), located in a high-growth school
district, and

‘‘(C) owned by a private, for-profit cor-
poration pursuant to a public-private part-
nership agreement with a State or local edu-
cational agency described in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP AGREE-
MENT DESCRIBED.—A public-private partner-
ship agreement is described in this para-
graph if it is an agreement—

‘‘(A) under which the corporation
agrees—

‘‘(i) to do 1 or more of the following: con-
struct, rehabilitate, refurbish, or equip a
school facility, and

‘‘(ii) at the end of the contract term, to
transfer the school facility to such agency
for no additional consideration, and

‘‘(B) the term of which does not exceed
the term of the underlying issue.

‘‘(3) SCHOOL FACILITY.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘school facility’
means—

‘‘(A) school buildings,
‘‘(B) functionally related and subordinate

facilities and land with respect to such build-
ings, including any stadium or other facility
primarily used for school events, and

‘‘(C) any property, to which section 168
applies (or would apply but for section 179),
for use in the facility.

‘‘(4) PUBLIC SCHOOLS.—For purposes of
this subsection, the terms ‘elementary
school’ and ‘secondary school’ have the
meanings given such terms by section 14101
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801), as in effect on the
date of the enactment of this subsection.
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‘‘(5) HIGH-GROWTH SCHOOL DISTRICT.—For

purposes of this subsection, the term ‘high-
growth school district’ means a school dis-
trict established under State law which had
an enrollment of at least 5,000 students in
the second academic year preceding the date
of the issuance of the bond and an increase
in student enrollment of at least 20 percent
during the 5-year period ending with such
academic year.

‘‘(6) ANNUAL AGGREGATE FACE AMOUNT OF
TAX-EXEMPT FINANCING.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An issue shall not be
treated as an issue described in subsection
(a)(13) if the aggregate face amount of bonds
issued by the State pursuant thereto (when
added to the aggregate face amount of bonds
previously so issued during the calendar
year) exceeds an amount equal to the greater
of—

‘‘(i) $10 multiplied by the State popu-
lation, or

‘‘(ii) $5,000,000.
‘‘(B) ALLOCATION RULES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise

provided in this subparagraph, the State
may allocate in a calendar year the amount
described in subparagraph (A) for such year
in such manner as the State determines ap-
propriate.

‘‘(ii) RULES FOR CARRYFORWARD OF UN-
USED AMOUNT.—With respect to any calendar
year, a State may make an election under
rules similar to the rules of section 146(f), ex-
cept that the sole carryforward purpose with
respect to such election is the issuance of ex-
empt facility bonds described in section
142(a)(13).

‘‘(iii) SPECIAL ALLOCATION RULE FOR
SCHOOLS OUTSIDE HIGH-GROWTH SCHOOL DIS-
TRICTS.—A State may elect to allocate an ag-
gregate face amount of bonds not to exceed
$5,000,000 from the amount described in sub-
paragraph (A) for each calendar year for
qualified public educational facilities with-
out regard to the requirement under para-
graph (1)(A).’’

(c) EXEMPTION FROM GENERAL STATE
VOLUME CAPS.—Paragraph (3) of section
146(g) (relating to exception for certain
bonds) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or (12)’’ and inserting
‘‘(12), or (13)’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘and environmental en-
hancements of hydroelectric generating fa-
cilities’’ and inserting ‘‘environmental en-
hancements of hydroelectric generating fa-
cilities, and qualified public educational fa-
cilities’’.

(d) EXEMPTION FROM LIMITATION ON USE
FOR LAND ACQUISITION.—Section 147(h) (relat-
ing to certain rules not apply) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) EXEMPT FACILITY BONDS FOR QUALI-

FIED PUBLIC EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES.—Sub-
section (c) shall not apply to any exempt fa-
cility bond issued as part of an issue de-
scribed in section 142(a)(13) (relating to
qualified public educational facilities).’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘MORTGAGE REVENUE
BONDS, QUALIFIED STUDENT LOAN BONDS, AND
QUALIFIED 501(c)(3) BONDS’’ in the heading and
inserting ‘‘CERTAIN BONDS’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to bonds
issued after December 31, 1998.

TITLE II—REVENUE
SEC. 201. CLARIFICATION OF DEDUCTION FOR

DEFERRED COMPENSATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404(a) (relating

to deduction for contributions of an em-
ployer to an employee’s trust or annuity
plan and compensation under a deferred-pay-
ment plan) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(11) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO DE-
FERRED COMPENSATION.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of deter-
mining under this section—

‘‘(i) whether compensation of an em-
ployee is deferred compensation, and

‘‘(ii) when deferred compensation is paid,

no amount shall be treated as received by
the employee, or paid, until it is actually re-
ceived by the employee.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to severance pay.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made

by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
ending after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In
the case of any taxpayer required by the
amendment made by subsection (a) to
change its method of accounting for its first
taxable year ending after the date of the en-
actment of this Act—

(A) such change shall be treated as initi-
ated by the taxpayer,

(B) such change shall be treated as made
with the consent of the Secretary of the
Treasury, and

(C) the net amount of the adjustments
required to be taken into account by the tax-
payer under section 481 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account
in such first taxable year.
SEC. 202. MODIFICATION TO FOREIGN TAX CRED-

IT CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER PE-
RIODS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 904(c) (relating
to limitation on credit) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘in the second preceding
taxable year,’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘or fifth’’ and inserting
‘‘fifth, sixth, or seventh’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to credits
arising in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.

MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 2020
(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. MURRAY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to
the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows:

At the end, add the following:
TITLE ll—SENSE OF CONGRESS

SEC. ll01. SENSE OF CONGRESS.
Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Qualified teachers in small classes can

provide students with more individualized
attention, spend more time on instruction
and less on other tasks, cover more material
effectively, and are better able to work with
parents to help the parents further their
children’s education.

(2) Rigorous research has shown that stu-
dents attending small classes in the early
grades make more rapid educational
progress than the students in larger classes,
and that those achievement gains persist
through at least the 8th grade. For example:

(A) In a landmark 4-year experimental
study of class size reduction in grades kin-
dergarten through grade 3 in Tennessee, re-
searchers found that students in smaller
classes earned significantly higher scores on
basic skills tests in all 4 years and in all
types of schools, including urban, rural, and
suburban schools.

(B) After 2 years in reduced class sizes, stu-
dents in the Flint, Michigan Public School
District improved their reading scores by 44
percent.

(3) The benefits of smaller classes are
greatest for lower-achieving, minority, poor,
and inner-city children. One study found
that urban 4th-graders in smaller than aver-
age classes were 3⁄4 of a school year ahead of
their counterparts in larger than average
classes.

(4) Smaller classes allow teachers to iden-
tify and work sooner with students who have
learning disabilities and, potentially, can re-
duce those students’ need for special edu-
cation services in the later grades.

(5) Students in smaller classes are able to
become more actively engaged in learning
than their peers in large classes.

(6) Efforts to improve educational out-
comes by reducing class sizes in the early
grades are likely to be successful only if
well-qualified teachers are hired to fill addi-
tional classroom positions and if teachers re-
ceived intensive, continuing training in
working effectively in smaller classroom set-
tings.

(7) State certified and licensed teachers
help ensure high quality instruction in the
classroom.

(8) According to the National Commission
on Teaching and America’s Future, the most
important influence on student achievement
is the expertise of their teachers. One New
York City study comparing high- and low-
achieving elementary schools with similar
student characteristics, found that more
than 90 percent of the variation in achieve-
ment in mathematics and reading was due to
differences in teacher qualifications.

(9) Our Nation needs more qualified teach-
ers to meet changing demographics and to
help students meet high standards, as dem-
onstrated by the following:

(A) Over the next decade, our Nation will
need to hire over 2,000,000 teachers to meet
increasing student enrollments and teacher
retirements.

(B) 1 out of 4 high school teachers does not
have a major or minor in the main subject
that they teach. This is true for more than 30
percent of mathematics teachers.

(C) In schools with the highest minority
enrollments, students have less than a 50
percent chance of getting a science or math-
ematics teacher who holds a degree in that
field.

(D) In 1991, 25 percent of new public school
teachers had not completed the requirements
for a license in their main assignment field.
This number increased to 27 percent by 1994,
including 11 percent who did not have a li-
cense.

(10) We need more teachers who are ade-
quately prepared for the challenges of the
21st century classroom, as demonstrated by
the fact that—

(A) 50 percent of teachers have little or no
experience using technology in the class-
room; and

(B) in 1994, only 10 percent of new teachers
felt they were prepared to integrate new
technology into their instruction.

(11) Teacher quality cannot be further
compromised to meet the demographic de-
mand for new teachers and smaller class
sizes. Comprehensive improvements in
teacher preparation and development pro-
grams are also necessary to ensure the effec-
tiveness of new teachers and the academic
success of students in the classroom. These
comprehensive improvements should include
encouraging more institutions of higher edu-
cation that operate teacher preparation pro-
grams to work in partnership with local edu-
cational agencies and elementary and sec-
ondary schools; providing more hands-on,
classroom experience to prospective teach-
ers; creating mentorship programs for new
teachers; providing high quality content
area training and classroom skills for new
teachers; and training teachers to incor-
porate technology into the classroom.

(12) Efforts should be made to provide pro-
spective teachers with a greater knowledge
of instructional programs that are research-
based, of demonstrated effectiveness,
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replicable in diverse and challenging cir-
cumstances, and supported by networks of
experts and experienced practitioners.

(13) Several States have begun serious ef-
forts to reduce class sizes in the early ele-
mentary grades, but these actions may be
impeded by financial limitations or difficul-
ties in hiring qualified teachers.

(14) The Federal Government can assist in
this effort by providing funding for class size
reductions in grades 1 through 3, and by
helping to ensure that the new teachers
brought into the classroom are well-quali-
fied.
SEC. ll02. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that Congress
should support efforts to hire 100,000 new
teachers to reduce class sizes in first, second,
and third grades to an average of 18 students
per class all across America.

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 2021

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an

amendment intended to be proposed by
her to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as fol-
lows:

At the end, add the following:

TITLE ll—EQUAL EDUCATIONAL
OPPORTUNITY

SEC. ll01. EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Equal Educational Opportunity
Act’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO ESEA.—Subsection (b)
of section 6301 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7351)
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’
after the semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(9) education reform projects that provide

same gender schools and classrooms, as long
as comparable educational opportunities are
offered for students of both sexes.’’.

McCAIN AMENDMENT NO. 2022

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. McCAIN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill, H.R. 2646, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC. ll. MULTILINGUALISM STUDY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that even
though all residents of the United States
should be proficient in English, without re-
gard to their country of birth, it is also of
vital importance to the competitiveness of
the United States that those residents be en-
couraged to learn other languages.

(b) RESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘resident of
the United States’’ means an individual who
resides in the United States, other than an
alien who is not lawfully present in the
United States.

(c) STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Comptroller General of the United States
(referred to in this section as the ‘‘Comptrol-
ler General’’) shall conduct a study of
multilingualism in the United States in ac-
cordance with this section.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The study conducted

under this section shall ascertain—
(i) the percentage of residents in the

United States who are proficient in English
and at least 1 other language;

(ii) the predominant language other than
English in which residents referred to in
clause (i) are proficient;

(iii) the percentage of the residents de-
scribed in clause (i) who were born in a for-
eign country;

(iv) the percentage of the residents de-
scribed in clause (i) who were born in the
United States;

(v) the percentage of the residents de-
scribed in clause (iv) who are second-genera-
tion residents of the United States; and

(vi) the percentage of the residents de-
scribed in clause (iv) who are third-genera-
tion residents of the United States.

(B) AGE-SPECIFIC CATEGORIES.—The study
under this section shall, with respect to the
residents described in subparagraph (A)(i),
determine the number of those residents in
each of the following categories:

(i) Residents who have not attained the age
of 12.

(ii) Residents have attained the age of 12,
but have not attained the age of 18.

(iii) Residents who have attained the age of
18, but have not attained the age of 50.

(iv) Residents who have attained the age of
50.

(C) FEDERAL PROGRAMS.—In conducting the
study under this section, the Comptroller
General shall establish a list of each Federal
program that encourages multilingualism
with respect to any category of residents de-
scribed in subparagraph (B).

(D) COMPARISONS.—In conducting the study
under this section, the Comptroller General
shall compare the multilingual population
described in subparagraph (A) with the mul-
tilingual populations of foreign countries—

(i) in the Western hemisphere; and
(ii) in Asia.
(d) REPORT.—Upon completion of the study

under this section, the Comptroller General
shall prepare, and submit to Congress, a re-
port that contains the results of the study
conducted under this section, and such find-
ings and recommendations as the Comptrol-
ler General determines to be appropriate.

D’AMATO (AND OTHERS)
AMENDMENT NO. 2023

(Ordered to lie on the table.)
Mr. D’AMATO (for himself, Mr.

DASCHLE, Ms. SNOWE, and Mrs.
FEINSTEIN) submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by them to the
bill. H.R. 2646, supra; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:

TITLE ll—WOMEN’S HEALTH AND
CANCER

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Women’s

Health and Cancer Rights Act of 1998’’.
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the offering and operation of health

plans affect commerce among the States;
(2) health care providers located in a State

serve patients who reside in the State and
patients who reside in other States; and

(3) in order to provide for uniform treat-
ment of health care providers and patients
among the States, it is necessary to cover
health plans operating in 1 State as well as
health plans operating among the several
States.
SEC. ll03. AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE

RETIREMENT INCOME SECURITY
ACT OF 1974.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of
subtitle B of title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (as added
by section 603(a) of the Newborns’ and Moth-
ers’ Health Protection Act of 1996 and

amended by section 702(a) of the Mental
Health Parity Act of 1996) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 713. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM

HOSPITAL STAY FOR
MASTECTOMIES AND LYMPH NODE
DISSECTIONS FOR THE TREATMENT
OF BREAST CANCER AND COVERAGE
FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY
FOLLOWING MASTECTOMIES.

‘‘(a) INPATIENT CARE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and

a health insurance issuer providing health
insurance coverage in connection with a
group health plan, that provides medical and
surgical benefits shall ensure that inpatient
coverage with respect to the treatment of
breast cancer is provided for a period of time
as is determined by the attending physician,
in his or her professional judgment consist-
ent with generally accepted medical stand-
ards, in consultation with the patient, to be
medically appropriate following—

‘‘(A) a mastectomy;
‘‘(B) a lumpectomy; or
‘‘(C) a lymph node dissection for the treat-

ment of breast cancer.
‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed as requiring the provision
of inpatient coverage if the attending physi-
cian and patient determine that a shorter pe-
riod of hospital stay is medically appro-
priate.

‘‘(b) RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY.—A group
health plan, and a health insurance issuer
providing health insurance coverage in con-
nection with a group health plan, that pro-
vides medical and surgical benefits with re-
spect to a mastectomy shall ensure that, in
a case in which a mastectomy patient elects
breast reconstruction, coverage is provided
for—

‘‘(1) all stages of reconstruction of the
breast on which the mastectomy has been
performed;

‘‘(2) surgery and reconstruction of the
other breast to produce a symmetrical ap-
pearance; and

‘‘(3) the costs of prostheses and complica-
tions of mastectomy including
lymphodemas;
in the manner determined by the attending
physician and the patient to be appropriate.
Such coverage may be subject to annual
deductibles and coinsurance provisions as
may be deemed appropriate and as are con-
sistent with those established for other bene-
fits under the plan or coverage. Written no-
tice of the availability of such coverage shall
be delivered to the participant upon enroll-
ment and annually thereafter.

‘‘(c) NOTICE.—A group health plan, and a
health insurance issuer providing health in-
surance coverage in connection with a group
health plan shall provide notice to each par-
ticipant and beneficiary under such plan re-
garding the coverage required by this section
in accordance with regulations promulgated
by the Secretary. Such notice shall be in
writing and prominently positioned in any
literature or correspondence made available
or distributed by the plan or issuer and shall
be transmitted—

‘‘(1) in the next mailing made by the plan
or issuer to the participant or beneficiary;

‘‘(2) as part of any yearly informational
packet sent to the participant or beneficiary;
or

‘‘(3) not later than January 1, 1998;
whichever is earlier.

‘‘(d) NO AUTHORIZATION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An attending physician

shall not be required to obtain authorization
from the plan or issuer for prescribing any
length of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy, a lumpectomy, or a lymph node dis-
section for the treatment of breast cancer.

‘‘(2) PRENOTIFICATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed as preventing a group



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2226 March 18, 1998
health plan from requiring prenotification of
an inpatient stay referred to in this section
if such requirement is consistent with terms
and conditions applicable to other inpatient
benefits under the plan, except that the pro-
vision of such inpatient stay benefits shall
not be contingent upon such notification.

‘‘(e) PROHIBITIONS.—A group health plan,
and a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage in connection
with a group health plan, may not—

‘‘(1) deny to a woman eligibility, or contin-
ued eligibility, to enroll or to renew cov-
erage under the terms of the plan, solely for
the purpose of avoiding the requirements of
this section;

‘‘(2) provide monetary payments or rebates
to individuals to encourage such individuals
to accept less than the minimum protections
available under this section;

‘‘(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit
the reimbursement of an attending provider
because such provider provided care to an in-
dividual participant or beneficiary in accord-
ance with this section;

‘‘(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such
provider to provide care to an individual par-
ticipant or beneficiary in a manner incon-
sistent with this section; and

‘‘(5) subject to subsection (f)(3), restrict
benefits for any portion of a period within a
hospital length of stay required under sub-
section (a) in a manner which is less favor-
able than the benefits provided for any pre-
ceding portion of such stay.

‘‘(f) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed to require a woman who is
a participant or beneficiary—

‘‘(A) to undergo a mastectomy or lymph
node dissection in a hospital; or

‘‘(B) to stay in the hospital for a fixed pe-
riod of time following a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—This section shall not
apply with respect to any group health plan,
or any group health insurance coverage of-
fered by a health insurance issuer, which
does not provide benefits for hospital lengths
of stay in connection with a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection for the treatment of
breast cancer.

‘‘(3) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed as preventing a group
health plan or issuer from imposing
deductibles, coinsurance, or other cost-shar-
ing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy or lymph node dissection for the treat-
ment of breast cancer under the plan (or
under health insurance coverage offered in
connection with a group health plan), except
that such coinsurance or other cost-sharing
for any portion of a period within a hospital
length of stay required under subsection (a)
may not be greater than such coinsurance or
cost-sharing for any preceding portion of
such stay.

‘‘(4) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a group health plan or a health in-
surance issuer offering group health insur-
ance coverage from negotiating the level and
type of reimbursement with a provider for
care provided in accordance with this sec-
tion.

‘‘(g) SAFE HARBORS.—The provisions of this
section shall not be applicable to any group
health plan for any plan year for which such
plan has voluntarily sought and received cer-
tification from the National Cancer Insti-
tute, or any similar entity authorized by the
Secretary, that such plan provides appro-
priate coverage, consistent with the objec-
tives of this section, for mastectomies,
lumpectomies and lymph node dissection for
the treatment of breast cancer.

‘‘(h) PREEMPTION, RELATION TO STATE
LAWS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section
may be construed to prohibit a State from
establishing, implementing or continuing in
effect any standard or requirement not pro-
hibited by this section unless such standard
or requirement is inconsistent with, in con-
flict with, or prevents the application of a
standard or requirement of this section.
With respect to a standard or requirement
that is directly or indirectly prohibited by
this section, a State may not establish, im-
plement or continue in effect any require-
ment or standard that is different from or in
addition to, or that is not otherwise iden-
tical with, or does not provide patient pro-
tections similar to, the standards or require-
ments established under this section.

‘‘(2) PREEMPTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect or modify the
provisions of section 514 with respect to
group health plans.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents in section 1 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, as amend-
ed by section 603 of the Newborns’ and Moth-
ers’ Health Protection Act of 1996 and sec-
tion 702 of the Mental Health Parity Act of
1996, is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 712 the following new
item:
‘‘Sec. 713. Required coverage for minimum

hospital stay for mastectomies
and lymph node dissections for
the treatment of breast cancer
and coverage for reconstructive
surgery following
mastectomies.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply with respect to plan
years beginning on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAIN-
ING AGREEMENTS.—In the case of a group
health plan maintained pursuant to 1 or
more collective bargaining agreements be-
tween employee representatives and 1 or
more employers ratified before the date of
enactment of this Act, the amendments
made by this section shall not apply to plan
years beginning before the later of—

(A) the date on which the last collective
bargaining agreements relating to the plan
terminates (determined without regard to
any extension thereof agreed to after the
date of enactment of this Act), or

(B) January 1, 1999.
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan
amendment made pursuant to a collective
bargaining agreement relating to the plan
which amends the plan solely to conform to
any requirement added by this section shall
not be treated as a termination of such col-
lective bargaining agreement.
SEC. ll04. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC

HEALTH SERVICE ACT RELATING TO
THE GROUP MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 2 of part A of
title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act
(as added by section 604(a) of the Newborns’
and Mothers’ Health Protection Act of 1996
and amended by section 703(a) of the Mental
Health Parity Act of 1996) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2706. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM

HOSPITAL STAY FOR
MASTECTOMIES AND LYMPH NODE
DISSECTIONS FOR THE TREATMENT
OF BREAST CANCER AND COVERAGE
FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY
FOLLOWING MASTECTOMIES.

‘‘(a) INPATIENT CARE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and

a health insurance issuer providing health
insurance coverage in connection with a
group health plan, that provides medical and

surgical benefits shall ensure that inpatient
coverage with respect to the treatment of
breast cancer is provided for a period of time
as is determined by the attending physician,
in his or her professional judgment consist-
ent with generally accepted medical stand-
ards,in consultation with the patient, to be
medically appropriate following—

‘‘(A) a mastectomy;
‘‘(B) a lumpectomy; or
‘‘(C) a lymph node dissection for the treat-

ment of breast cancer.
‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed as requiring the provision
of inpatient coverage if the attending physi-
cian and patient determine that a shorter pe-
riod of hospital stay is medically appro-
priate.

‘‘(b) RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY.—A group
health plan, and a health insurance issuer
providing health insurance coverage in con-
nection with a group health plan, that pro-
vides medical and surgical benefits with re-
spect to a mastectomy shall ensure that, in
a case in which a mastectomy patient elects
breast reconstruction, coverage is provided
for—

‘‘(1) all stages of reconstruction of the
breast on which the mastectomy has been
performed;

‘‘(2) surgery and reconstruction of the
other breast to produce a symmetrical ap-
pearance; and

‘‘(3) the costs of prostheses and complica-
tions of mastectomy including
lymphodemas;
in the manner determined by the attending
physician and the patient to be appropriate.
Such coverage may be subject to annual
deductibles and coinsurance provisions as
may be deemed appropriate and as are con-
sistent with those established for other bene-
fits under the plan or coverage. Written no-
tice of the availability of such coverage shall
be delivered to the enrollee upon enrollment
and annually thereafter.

‘‘(c) NOTICE.—A group health plan, and a
health insurance issuer providing health in-
surance coverage in connection with a group
health plan shall provide notice to each par-
ticipant and beneficiary under such plan re-
garding the coverage required by this section
in accordance with regulations promulgated
by the Secretary. Such notice shall be in
writing and prominently positioned in any
literature or correspondence made available
or distributed by the plan or issuer and shall
be transmitted—

‘‘(1) in the next mailing made by the plan
or issuer to the participant or beneficiary;

‘‘(2) as part of any yearly informational
packet sent to the participant or beneficiary;
or

‘‘(3) not later than January 1, 1998;
whichever is earlier.

‘‘(d) NO AUTHORIZATION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An attending physician

shall not be required to obtain authorization
from the plan or issuer for prescribing any
length of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy, a lumpectomy, or a lymph node dis-
section for the treatment of breast cancer.

‘‘(2) PRENOTIFICATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed as preventing a plan
or issuer from requiring prenotification of an
inpatient stay referred to in this section if
such requirement is consistent with terms
and conditions applicable to other inpatient
benefits under the plan, except that the pro-
vision of such inpatient stay benefits shall
not be contingent upon such notification.

‘‘(e) PROHIBITIONS.—A group health plan,
and a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage in connection
with a group health plan, may not—

‘‘(1) deny to a woman eligibility, or contin-
ued eligibility, to enroll or to renew cov-
erage under the terms of the plan, solely for
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the purpose of avoiding the requirements of
this section;

‘‘(2) provide monetary payments or rebates
to individuals to encourage such individuals
to accept less than the minimum protections
available under this section;

‘‘(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit
the reimbursement of an attending provider
because such provider provided care to an in-
dividual participant or beneficiary in accord-
ance with this section;

‘‘(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such
provider to provide care to an individual par-
ticipant or beneficiary in a manner incon-
sistent with this section;

‘‘(5) provide financial or other incentives
to a physician or specialist to induce the
physician or specialist to refrain from refer-
ring a participant or beneficiary for a sec-
ondary consultation that would otherwise be
covered by the plan or coverage involved;
and

‘‘(6) subject to subsection (f)(3), restrict
benefits for any portion of a period within a
hospital length of stay required under sub-
section (a) in a manner which is less favor-
able than the benefits provided for any pre-
ceding portion of such stay.

‘‘(f) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed to require a woman who is
a participant or beneficiary—

‘‘(A) to undergo a mastectomy or lymph
node dissection in a hospital; or

‘‘(B) to stay in the hospital for a fixed pe-
riod of time following a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—This section shall not
apply with respect to any group health plan,
or any group health insurance coverage of-
fered by a health insurance issuer, which
does not provide benefits for hospital lengths
of stay in connection with a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection for the treatment of
breast cancer.

‘‘(3) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed as preventing a group
health plan or issuer from imposing
deductibles, coinsurance, or other cost-shar-
ing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy or lymph node dissection for the treat-
ment of breast cancer under the plan (or
under health insurance coverage offered in
connection with a group health plan), except
that such coinsurance or other cost-sharing
for any portion of a period within a hospital
length of stay required under subsection (a)
may not be greater than such coinsurance or
cost-sharing for any preceding portion of
such stay.

‘‘(4) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a group health plan or a health in-
surance issuer offering group health insur-
ance coverage from negotiating the level and
type of reimbursement with a provider for
care provided in accordance with this sec-
tion.

‘‘(g) SAFE HARBORS.—The provisions of this
section shall not be applicable to any group
health plan or health insurance issuer in
connection with a group health plan for any
plan year for which such plan has volun-
tarily sought and received certification from
the National Cancer Institute, or any similar
entity authorized by the Secretary, that
such plan provides appropriate coverage,
consistent with the objectives of this sec-
tion, for mastectomies, lumpectomies and
lymph node dissection for the treatment of
breast cancer.

‘‘(h) PREEMPTION, RELATION TO STATE
LAWS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section
may be construed to prohibit a State from
establishing, implementing or continuing in

effect any standard or requirement not pro-
hibited by this section unless such standard
or requirement is inconsistent with, in con-
flict with, or prevents the application of a
standard or requirement of this section.
With respect to a standard or requirement
that is directly or indirectly prohibited by
this section, a State may not establish, im-
plement or continue in effect any require-
ment or standard that is different from or in
addition to, or that is not otherwise iden-
tical with, or does not provide patient pro-
tections similar to, the standards or require-
ments established under this section.

‘‘(2) PREEMPTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect or modify the
provisions of section 514 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 with
respect to group health plans.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to group health plans
for plan years beginning on or after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAIN-
ING AGREEMENTS.—In the case of a group
health plan maintained pursuant to 1 or
more collective bargaining agreements be-
tween employee representatives and 1 or
more employers ratified before the date of
enactment of this Act, the amendments
made by this section shall not apply to plan
years beginning before the later of—

(A) the date on which the last collective
bargaining agreements relating to the plan
terminates (determined without regard to
any extension thereof agreed to after the
date of enactment of this Act), or

(B) January 1, 1999.
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan
amendment made pursuant to a collective
bargaining agreement relating to the plan
which amends the plan solely to conform to
any requirement added by this section shall
not be treated as a termination of such col-
lective bargaining agreement.

SEC. ll05. AMENDMENT TO THE PUBLIC
HEALTH SERVICE ACT RELATING TO
THE INDIVIDUAL MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 3 of part B of
title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act
(as added by section 605(a) of the Newborn’s
and Mother’s Health Protection Act of 1996)
is amended by adding at the end the follow-
ing new section:

‘‘SEC. 2752. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM
HOSPITAL STAY FOR
MASTECTOMIES AND LYMPH NODE
DISSECTIONS FOR THE TREATMENT
OF BREAST CANCER.

‘‘The provisions of section 2706 shall apply
to health insurance coverage offered by a
health insurance issuer in the individual
market in the same manner as they apply to
health insurance coverage offered by a
health insurance issuer in connection with a
group health plan in the small or large group
market.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to health insurance coverage offered, sold,
issued, renewed, in effect, or operated in the
individual market on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

SEC. ll06. AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE OF 1986.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 100 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to group
health plan portability, access, and renew-
ability requirements) is amended by redesig-
nating sections 9804, 9805, and 9806 as sec-
tions 9805, 9806, and 9807, respectively, and by
inserting after section 9803 the following new
section:

‘‘SEC. 9804. REQUIRED COVERAGE FOR MINIMUM
HOSPITAL STAY FOR
MASTECTOMIES AND LYMPH NODE
DISSECTIONS FOR THE TREATMENT
OF BREAST CANCER AND COVERAGE
FOR RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY
FOLLOWING MASTECTOMIES.

‘‘(a) INPATIENT CARE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and

a health insurance issuer providing health
insurance coverage in connection with a
group health plan, that provides medical and
surgical benefits shall ensure that inpatient
coverage with respect to the treatment of
breast cancer is provided for a period of time
as is determined by the attending physician,
in his or her professional judgment consist-
ent with generally accepted medical stand-
ards, in consultation with the patient, to be
medically appropriate following—

‘‘(A) a mastectomy;
‘‘(B) a lumpectomy; or
‘‘(C) a lymph node dissection for the treat-

ment of breast cancer.
‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed as requiring the provision
of inpatient coverage if the attending physi-
cian and patient determine that a shorter pe-
riod of hospital stay is medically appro-
priate.

‘‘(b) RECONSTRUCTIVE SURGERY.—A group
health plan, and a health insurance issuer
providing health insurance coverage in con-
nection with a group health plan, that pro-
vides medical and surgical benefits with re-
spect to a mastectomy shall ensure that, in
a case in which a mastectomy patient elects
breast reconstruction, coverage is provided
for—

‘‘(1) all stages of reconstruction of the
breast on which the mastectomy has been
performed;

‘‘(2) surgery and reconstruction of the
other breast to produce a symmetrical ap-
pearance; and

‘‘(3) the costs of prostheses and complica-
tions of mastectomy including
lymphodemas;
in the manner determined by the attending
physician and the patient to be appropriate.
Such coverage may be subject to annual
deductibles and coinsurance provisions as
may be deemed appropriate and as are con-
sistent with those established for other bene-
fits under the plan or coverage. Written no-
tice of the availability of such coverage shall
be delivered to the participant upon enroll-
ment and annually thereafter.

‘‘(c) NOTICE.—A group health plan, and a
health insurance issuer providing health in-
surance coverage in connection with a group
health plan shall provide notice to each par-
ticipant and beneficiary under such plan re-
garding the coverage required by this section
in accordance with regulations promulgated
by the Secretary. Such notice shall be in
writing and prominently positioned in any
literature or correspondence made available
or distributed by the plan or issuer and shall
be transmitted—

‘‘(1) in the next mailing made by the plan
or issuer to the participant or beneficiary;

‘‘(2) as part of any yearly informational
packet sent to the participant or beneficiary;
or

‘‘(3) not later than January 1, 1998;
whichever is earlier.

‘‘(d) NO AUTHORIZATION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A, attending physician

shall not be required to obtain authorization
from the plan or issuer for prescribing any
length of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy, a lumpectomy, or a lymph node dis-
section for the treatment of breast cancer.

‘‘(2) PRENOTIFICATION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed as preventing a plan
or issuer from requiring prenotification of an
inpatient stay referred to in this section if
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such requirement is consistent with terms
and conditions applicable to other inpatient
benefits under the plan, except that the pro-
vision of such inpatient stay benefits shall
not be contingent upon such notification.

‘‘(e) PROHIBITIONS.—A group health plan,
and a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage in connection
with a group health plan, may not—

‘‘(1) deny to a woman eligibility, or contin-
ued eligibility, to enroll or to renew cov-
erage under the terms of the plan, solely for
the purpose of avoiding the requirements of
this section;

‘‘(2) provide monetary payments or rebates
to individuals to encourage such individuals
to accept less than the minimum protections
available under this section;

‘‘(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit
the reimbursement of an attending provider
because such provider provided care to an in-
dividual participant or beneficiary in accord-
ance with this section;

‘‘(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such
provider to provide care to an individual par-
ticipant or beneficiary in a manner incon-
sistent with this section;

‘‘(5) provide financial or other incentives
to a physician or specialist to induce the
physician or specialist to refrain from refer-
ring a participant or beneficiary for a sec-
ondary consultation that would otherwise be
covered by the plan or coverage involved;
and

‘‘(6) subject to subsection (f)(3), restrict
benefits for any portion of a period within a
hospital length of stay required under sub-
section (a) in a manner which is less favor-
able than the benefits provided for any pre-
ceding portion of such stay.

‘‘(f) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed to require a woman who is
a participant or beneficiary—

‘‘(A) to undergo a mastectomy or lymph
node dissection in a hospital; or

‘‘(B) to stay in the hospital for a fixed pe-
riod of time following a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—This section shall not
apply with respect to any group health plan,
or any group health insurance coverage of-
fered by a health insurance issuer, which
does not provide benefits for hospital lengths
of stay in connection with a mastectomy or
lymph node dissection for the treatment of
breast cancer.

‘‘(3) COST SHARING.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed as preventing a group
health plan or issuer from imposing
deductibles, coinsurance, or other cost-shar-
ing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with a mastec-
tomy or lymph node dissection for the treat-
ment of breast cancer under the plan (or
under health insurance coverage offered in
connection with a group health plan), except
that such coinsurance or other cost-sharing
for any portion of a period within a hospital
length of stay required under subsection (a)
may not be greater than such coinsurance or
cost-sharing for any preceding portion of
such stay.

‘‘(4) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a group health plan or a health in-
surance issuer offering group health insur-
ance coverage from negotiating the level and
type of reimbursement with a provider for
care provided in accordance with this sec-
tion.

‘‘(g) SAFE HARBORS.—The provisions of this
section shall not be applicable to any group
health plan or health insurance issuer in
connection with a group health plan for any
plan year for which such plan has volun-
tarily sought and received certification from

the National Cancer Institute, or any similar
entity authorized by the Secretary, that
such plan provides appropriate coverage,
consistent with the objectives of this sec-
tion, for mastectomies, lumpectomies and
lymph node dissection for the treatment of
breast cancer.

‘‘(h) PREEMPTION, RELATION TO STATE
LAWS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section
may be construed to prohibit a State from
establishing, implementing or continuing in
effect any standard or requirement not pro-
hibited by this section unless such standard
or requirement is inconsistent with, in con-
flict with, or prevents the application of a
standard or requirement of this section.
With respect to a standard or requirement
that is directly or indirectly prohibited by
this section, a State may not establish, im-
plement or continue in effect any require-
ment or standard that is different from or in
addition to, or that is not otherwise iden-
tical with, or does not provide patient pro-
tections similar to, the standards or require-
ments established under this section.

‘‘(2) PREEMPTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect or modify the
provisions of section 514 of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 with
respect to group health plans.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Sections 9801(c)(1), 9805(b) (as redesig-

nated by subsection (a)), 9805(c) (as so redes-
ignated), 4980D(c)(3)(B)(i)(I), 4980D(d)(3), and
4980D(f)(1) of such Code are each amended by
striking ‘‘9805’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘9806’’.

(2) The heading for subtitle K of such Code
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘Subtitle K—Group Health Plan Portability,

Access, Renewability, and Other Require-
ments’’.
(3) The heading for chapter 100 of such

Code is amended to read as follows:
‘‘CHAPTER 100—GROUP HEALTH PLAN

PORTABILITY, ACCESS, RENEWABIL-
ITY, AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS’’.

(4) Section 4980D(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘and renewability’’ and in-
serting ‘‘renewability, and other’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of contents for chapter 100 of

such Code is amended by redesignating the
items relating to sections 9804, 9805, and 9806
as items relating to sections 9805, 9806, and
9807, and by inserting after the item relating
to section 9803 the following new item:
‘‘Sec. 9804. Required coverage for minimum

hospital stay for mastectomies
and lymph node dissections for
the treatment of breast cancer
and coverage for reconstructive
surgery following
mastectomies.’’.

(2) The item relating to subtitle K in the
table of subtitles for such Code is amended
by striking ‘‘and renewability’’ and inserting
‘‘renewability, and other’’.

(3) The item relating to chapter 100 in the
table of chapters for subtitle K of such Code
is amended by striking ‘‘and renewability’’
and inserting ‘‘renewability, and other’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply with respect to plan
years beginning on or after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAIN-
ING AGREEMENTS.—In the case of a group
health plan maintained pursuant to 1 or
more collective bargaining agreements be-
tween employee representatives and 1 or
more employers ratified before the date of
enactment of this Act, the amendments
made by this section shall not apply to plan
years beginning before the later of—

(A) the date on which the last collective
bargaining agreements relating to the plan
terminates (determined without regard to
any extension thereof agreed to after the
date of enactment of this Act), or

(B) January 1, 1999.
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any plan
amendment made pursuant to a collective
bargaining agreement relating to the plan
which amends the plan solely to conform to
any requirement added by this section shall
not be treated as a termination of such col-
lective bargaining agreement.

f

NOTICES OF HEARINGS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC

PRESERVATION AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation, and Recreation.

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 30, 1998 at 2 p.m. in room
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building in Washington, DC.

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on title IV of S. 1693, a
bill to renew, reform, reinvigorate, and
protect the National Park System, and
S. 624, a bill to establish a competitive
process for the awarding of concession
contracts in units of the National Park
System, and for other purposes.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation and Recreation, Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources,
United States Senate, 364 Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, DC
20510–6150.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole of the subcommittee
staff at (202) 224–5161 or Shawn Taylor
at (202) 224–6969.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC

PRESERVATION AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation, and Recreation.

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 30, 1998 at 2 p.m. in room
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building in Washington, DC.

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on titles VI, VII, VIII,
and XI of S. 1693, a bill to renew, re-
form, reinvigorate, and protect the Na-
tional Park System.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation and Recreation, Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources,
United States Senate, 364 Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, DC
20510–6150.
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For further information, please con-

tact Jim O’Toole of the subcommittee
staff at (202) 224–5161 or Shawn Taylor
at (202) 224–6969.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC

PRESERVATION AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation, and Recreation.

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, May 14, 1998 at 2 p.m. in room SD–
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing in Washington, DC.

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on titles IX and X of S.
1693, a bill to renew, reform, reinvigo-
rate, and protect the National Park
System, and S. 1614, a bill to require a
permit for the making of motion pic-
ture, television program, or other
forms of commercial visual depiction
in a unit of the National Park System
or National Wildlife Refuge System.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation and Recreation, Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources,
United States Senate, 364 Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, DC
20510–6150.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole of the subcommittee
staff at (202) 224–5161 or Shawn Taylor
at (202) 224–6969.
f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent on behalf of the
Governmental Affairs Committee to
meet on Wednesday, March 18, 1998, at
10 a.m. for a hearing on the topic of
‘‘oversight of the Implementation of
the Vacancies Act.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Wednesday, March 18, 1998 at 10:30
a.m. in room 226 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building to hold a hearing on
‘‘Judicial Nominations.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Wednesday, March 18,
1998 beginning at 9:30 a.m. until busi-
ness is completed, to conduct an over-
sight hearing on the fiscal year 1999
budget and operations of the Smithso-

nian Institution, the Kennedy Center,
and the Woodrow Wilson International
Center for Scholars.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Small Business be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
for a hearing entitled ‘‘The President’s
Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Request for the
Small Business Administration.’’ The
hearing will begin at 9:30 a.m. on
Wednesday, March 18, 1998, in room
428A Russell Senate Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would
like to request unanimous consent to
hold a joint hearing with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
ceive the legislative presentation of
the Disabled American Veterans. The
hearing will be held on March 18, 1998,
at 9:30 a.m., in room 345 of the Cannon
House Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACQUISITION AND
TECHNOLOGY

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Acquisition and Tech-
nology of the Committee on Armed
Services be authorized to meet at 9:30
a.m. on Wednesday, March 18, 1998, in
open session, to review the status of
acquisition reform in the Department
of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Communications of the
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee be authorized to
meet on Wednesday, March 18, 1998, on
Wall Street view of Telecommuni-
cations Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES AND
TECHNOLOGY

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Financial Services and
Technology of the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Wednesday, March 18,
1998, to conduct a hearing on the Office
of Thrift Supervision’s Year 2000 pre-
paredness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC
POLICY, EXPORT AND TRADE PROMOTION

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Economic
Policy, Export and Trade Promotion be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on Wednesday, March 18,
1998, at 10 a.m. to hold a hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL SECURITY,
PROLIFERATION, AND FEDERAL SERVICES

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent on behalf of the
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee
on International Security, Prolifera-
tion, and Federal Services to meet on
Wednesday, March 18, 1998 at 2 p.m. for
a hearing on ‘‘The Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty and Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PERSONNEL

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Personnel of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet on Wednesday, March 18,
1998, at 2 p.m. in open session, to re-
ceive testimony on active and reserve
military and civilian personnel pro-
grams and the service safety programs
in review of the Defense authorization
request for fiscal year 1999 and the Fu-
ture Years Defense Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE RETIREMENT OF CIA
INSPECTOR GENERAL FRED HITZ

∑ Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to
pay tribute to Fred Hitz, who will soon
be retiring from his position as CIA In-
spector General. I have known Fred
since he worked in the Department of
Energy’s congressional affairs’ office in
the 1970’s, and I have gotten to know
Fred particularly well since he became
the first statutory CIA Inspector Gen-
eral in November of 1990. As Fred heads
off to teach at Princeton University—
his alma mater, I would simply note
that the CIA’s loss will be Princeton’s
gain.

As the first statutory CIA IG, all of
Fred’s moves have been relentlessly
scrutinized as his mission was often
met with a great deal of apprehension.
Fred was faced with the significant
challenge of establishing an internal,
yet independent, oversight mechanism
within the CIA that served the DCI,
and had certain responsibilities to the
Congressional oversight committees.
Over seven years later, because of Fred
Hitz’s tenacity, integrity, and respect
for the Central Intelligence Agency,
the CIA Office of Inspector General has
matured, and today provides the effec-
tive, professional oversight that Con-
gress intended when the CIA IG Act
was passed in 1989. This has been no
small achievement.

In over 7 years of service as the CIA
IG, Fred Hitz and his office have gen-
erated hundreds of quality products,
and have advanced the national secu-
rity of the United States by demon-
strably improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of this important agency.
Fred has overseen the conduct of in-
creasingly sophisticated and highly
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visible audits, inspections and inves-
tigations that have enhanced the ac-
countability of the CIA and preserved
the trust of CIA management, Congress
and the public.

Fred has developed and promoted
standards of accountability that have
brought consistency and fairness to the
Agency’s handling of employee per-
formance issues. He has greatly
strengthened the Office of Inspector
General by expanding the size of its
professional cadre and the scope of its
efforts, as well as by insisting that its
audits, inspections and investigations
be conducted with thoroughness, strict
objectivity and an unwavering devo-
tion to quality. In so doing, Fred has
garnered the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral the respect, admiration and trust
of CIA managers, counterparts
throughout the Intelligence Commu-
nity and the U.S. Government—and the
Congressional intelligence oversight
committees.

As a result of Fred’s leadership, the
CIA’s Office of Inspector General has
become a bulwark of independence and
professionalism, assuring the American
people that their nation’s premier in-
telligence organization is conducting
its activities efficiently, effectively
and under the rule of law.

Mr. President, the CIA and the na-
tion owe Fred Hitz a great deal of grat-
itude for his fine work at the Central
Intelligence Agency. I wish Fred all the
best in all of his future endeavors.∑
f

INTELSAT WORKING PARTY’S REC-
OMMENDATION TO SPIN OFF A
PRIVATE COMPANY

∑ Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer my congratulations to
the INTELSAT Working Party, which
recently met here in Washington, DC,
and finalized its recommendations con-
cerning the spin-off of a private entity
from this inter-governmental treaty
organization to compete in the global
satellite communications marketplace.
These recommendations, which must
be ratified by the 142 Member-Nations
of INTELSAT in the coming weeks,
were made in consultation with the
U.S. Department of Commerce, the
U.S. Department of State, the U.S. De-
partment of Justice, the Federal Com-
munications Commission, and the
White House. With that many cooks in
the kitchen, it’s astounding that any
agreement was reached. This is a land-
mark achievement which deserves our
applause.

I view this agreement as a significant
and positive first step in the process of
this intergovernmental treaty organi-
zation. As many of my colleagues are
probably aware, I am presently work-
ing with Members of the Commerce
Committee to craft legislation that
will foster a competitive environment
in the vibrant industry of satellite
communications. I have already con-
ducted a hearing on this matter before
the Subcommittee on Communications
and have another scheduled to take

place in April. Furthermore, over the
past several months, I, along with my
colleagues in the Senate, have met
with a wide range of domestic and
international satellite communications
companies, including representatives
from several Member Nations of
INTELSAT. Sometime prior to the up-
coming hearing, we will introduce leg-
islation which will create a more com-
petitive marketplace where consumers
worldwide will reap the benefits of en-
hanced communications services at re-
duced costs. I look forward to working
with my colleagues in the House, spe-
cifically, Chairman BLILEY, Represent-
ative MARKEY, Chairman TAUZIN and
others, to arrive at the most construc-
tive legislation.

Until that time, I encourage my col-
leagues to keep an open mind as we
move forward to resolving this very
difficult issue. Once again, I want to
offer my congratulations to INTELSAT
for taking this important first step to-
ward privatization. I will be watching
the discussion in Brazil with great in-
terest, and I hope that the Working
Party’s recommendation with respect
to the spin-off are adopted, so that we
will soon see the consumer benefits
from another competitor in the private
marketplace.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES TOLCHIN

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, recently
Charles Tolchin made remarks at the
ground breaking at the new NIH Clini-
cal center. While speeches at ground
breakings are not normally something
of note, these are.

Charles Tolchin suffered from cystic
fibrosis and normally would not have
lived even into his teens. Today, he is
nearly 30, has survived a double-lung
transplant, and has shown it is possible
to completely beat the odds.

He makes it clear that he did this
with the help of the people at NIH, and
I ask that the text of his statement be
printed in the RECORD so that this
achievement can be shared with all.

The statement follows:
A LIVING SHRINE TO MY HEROS

(By Charles Tolchin)
The new Mark Hatfield Clinical Research

Center is a living shrine to my heros. NIH re-
searchers define dedication, faith, and infec-
tious enthusiasm. They have made an enor-
mous impact on my life.

I have Cystic Fibrosis, A genetic lung and
digestive disease affecting 30,000 Americans.
When I was five, doctors used the sweat test
to diagnose me. It was developed here at NIH
forty years ago by Dr. Paul D’Saint Agnese
and is still the primary diagnostic tool for
CF.

Over the past ten years, NIH has invested
millions of dollars in CF research. That in-
vestment has reaped a golden return. In 1989,
NIH funded scientists Francis Collins, Jack
Riordan and Lap Chee Tsui, isolated the gene
that causes CF. Since then, CF has led the
pack in gene replacement therapy. Scientists
are now trying to create a delivery system
for inserting healthy genes into patients’
lungs.

NIH funds research designed to gain a
deeper understanding of CF on a molecular

level. Why do CF lung cells act in the abnor-
mal manner that they do? Every year, when
I hear a lecture on the latest breakthroughs,
I’m amazed at the art on the slides. It used
to be very simple: here’s a cf cell. But now,
the art is highly defined, illustrating how
the CF Transmembrane Regulator fails to
transport water, sodium and chloride across
the cell wall.

This gained knowledge is leading to new
treatments, also funded by NIH. In 1993, the
FDA approved a new drug for CF,
Pulmozyme, aimed at thinning the thick
mucous that plugs our lungs. I inhaled it
twice a day for four years. NIH research has
led to the development of nebulized
Tobramycin, and Ciprofloxacin, two highly
effective antibiotics. Both have fought bio-
logical warfare in my lungs. NIH research
has led to the use of ibuprofen to reduce in-
flammation in the lungs. And NIH research
led to the Flutter device, which I used three
times a day to help cough up my mucous.

What impact has all of this research had
on my life? When I was diagnosed at the age
of 5, life expectancy was 8. Now, I’m 29, and
life expectancy is 31. My whole life, that
number has gone up because of the great
strides in CF research.

I have also benefitted from NIH’s outstand-
ing clinical care. I became a patient back in
1977. I have received outstanding care from
nurses who define compassion. Many have
treated me for over ten years, adding the
rare dimension of continuity to medicine.
Pharmacists, x-ray technicians, respiratory
therapists and nutritionists have all contrib-
uted their talents to my well-being. Finally,
the physicians at NIH are world-class. My
doctor, Milica Chernick, is a fine example.
Having a lung disease means an endless pro-
cession of cold stethoscopes on your chest.
Dr. Chernick always made sure to warm hers
before taking a listen.

Because of NIH clinical care, and NIH and
CF Foundation research, I stayed healthy
enough to receive a double lung transplant
at the University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hill, this past April. The changes in my life
have been profound. No longer do I spend five
hours a day on respiratory therapy. I sleep
all night without coughing. In fact, I never
cough. Now I have the energy to go out and
do things all day, to shed an isolated exist-
ence for one of vitality and stimulation.

The changes in my life have also been sub-
tle. The only rule I broke after transplant
was that I started driving a week before my
doctors granted me permission. When I did
so for the first time, I felt wind on my arms
and realized that it was my own breath.
When I went swimming for the first time
after my transplant, I realized that I didn’t
need to keep a gym bag with a box of kleenex
by the side of the pool.

Throughout my lifetime, medicine and re-
search have dovetailed together. Clinical
care at NIH kept me healthy enough to re-
ceive my transplant. Research at NIH helped
provide the therapies I received.

We still do not have a cure for CF, but
thanks to brilliant scientists and NIH’s deep
commitment, I am confident we will. In this
living shrine, my heros fight against time,
against persistent and pervasive adversaries,
and against the unknown. I for one, am ex-
tremely grateful.∑

f

RETIREMENT OF MR. LEONARD G.
CAMPBELL

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to Mr. Leonard
Grove Campbell—one of our federal
government’s finest public servants
and a distinguished son of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia. At the end of



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2231March 18, 1998
this month, he will retire from a truly
distinguished career of over 37 years of
exemplary service to his country.

Mr. Campbell was well-prepared for
his distinguished career. After graduat-
ing from the University of Virginia
with a degree in economics, he entered
Officer Candidate School in 1963 and
began his first career with the United
States Navy. Mr. Campbell served as a
weapons officer aboard the USS Iwo
Jima in the Pacific—service which in-
cluded tours in Vietnam. He completed
his active duty service in the Navy in
1967, and retired from the Naval Re-
serves in 1983 as a Commander.

After completing his active duty
service with the Navy, Mr. Campbell
went to work for the Department of
Commerce as a senior economist in the
Balance of Payments Division. In 1973,
he began a remarkable 25-year career
with the Department of Defense.

I am proud to honor him today for
his tremendous accomplishments, and
to recognize the support and sacrifices
of his wife, Lois, and his daughters,
Lisa and Kristin, who wisely followed
in their father’s footsteps as UVA grad-
uates.

The quality of Mr. Campbell’s work
has been recognized by every Adminis-
tration he has served. He has received
the Presidential Rank Award for Meri-
torious Service, the Department of De-
fense Distinguished Civilian Service
Award, the Department of Defense
Meritorious Civilian Service Award,
and the Department of Defense Excep-
tional Civilian Service Award.

Mr. Campbell has served as the key
advisor on budget issues for nine Sec-
retaries of Defense and nine Depart-
ment Comptrollers. His recommenda-
tions on a wide range of vital issues
were constantly sought by the Penta-
gon leadership and greatly helped the
Department robustly defend the fund-
ing requirements which support U.S.
forces and missions. Year in and year
out, his sage counsel and sound advice
produced the best possible, yet fiscally
responsible, spending plans to satisfy
the nation’s national security needs.

Mr. Campbell always brought excep-
tional insight and skill to the many di-
verse challenges presented to and un-
dertaken by him. He is one of the few
individuals in the Department who un-
derstands and can explain succinctly
the complexities contained in numer-
ous legislative proposals. On many oc-
casions, his advice assured the adop-
tion of sound spending decisions that
supported major Defense Department
requirements while remaining consist-
ent with the President’s budget prior-
ities and prevailing perspectives in the
Congress. His comprehensive knowl-
edge, the consummate clarity by which
he explained issues, his exceptional
skill in guiding senior officials through
the intricacies and restrictions of leg-
islation, and his tireless dedication
were immensely valuable to a whole
generation of Department of Defense
leaders, to our armed forces, and to
U.S. national security.

The ultimate result of Mr. Camp-
bell’s performance within the Depart-
ment of Defense over the last 25 years
was that senior U.S. leaders, both in
Congress and in the Defense Depart-
ment, benefited enormously from his
extensive knowledge, exceptional dedi-
cation, superb political sensitivity, and
wise judgment. His invaluable con-
tributions allowed our nation’s leaders
to make the wisest possible allocation
of declining defense resources while
maintaining America’s future security.

Mr. Campbell has had a career of sin-
gular merit and has earned the pro-
found gratitude of the American peo-
ple. I wish him well in his future en-
deavors.∑
f

MIKE JACOBS OF THE GRAND
FORKS HERALD

∑ Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Herald’s editor, Mike Jacobs, was in
Washington recently to receive an
award he richly deserves. He was
named ‘‘Editor of the Year’’ by the Na-
tional Press Foundation for his and the
Herald’s remarkable achievements dur-
ing last year’s flood and fires in Grand
Forks. I want to add my words of
thanks to Mike and to the entire staff
of the Herald for their outstanding
work during extraordinarily difficult
circumstances.

I saw firsthand how much it meant to
the people of Grand Forks that their
hometown newspaper never missed a
day of printing throughout the city’s
crisis.

When the Herald arrived at shelters
and emergency centers it flew off the
racks. Clusters of people would gather
around and jointly read it. They were
starved for news of their city and de-
voured the paper.

Yet even more than a conduit of in-
formation, the Grand Forks Herald was
a symbol of a community determined
to survive and endure.

That the Herald was there at all was
wondrous. Its building was completely
flooded and then soon burned to the
ground. The homes of nearly every em-
ployee of the Herald were inundated by
flood waters.

Yet, the Herald, led by Editor Mike
Jacobs, never faltered, never missed an
edition. It found a temporary office in
the grade school of a nearby small
town, located alternative presses and
devised creative methods of distribut-
ing the paper to its readers and flour-
ished. In doing so, it gave hope, inspi-
ration and purpose to its community.

As the city has overcome the worst
disaster in North Dakota history, its
citizens have marched back with resil-
ience, fortitude and inspirational spir-
it. Mike Jacobs, the Grand Forks Her-
ald and the city of Grand Forks have
triumphed and I salute them.∑
f

The 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF PEPSI
COLA

∑ Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise today to recognize the 100th Anni-

versary of Pepsi Cola and salute New
Bern, N.C., as the birthplace of Pepsi.
Originally known as ‘‘Brad’s Drink,’’
Pepsi-Cola was invented in 1898 by
Caleb Bradham in his pharmacy at the
corner of Middle and Pollock Streets in
New Bern, N.C. Today, Pepsi-Cola
spans the globe with profits exceeding
$1 billion. Yet, this company continues
to recognize its origins through its in-
vestment in the communities which
fostered its growth. Therefore, I extend
congratulations to Pepsi-Cola on this
milestone, and I salute the city and
people of New Bern on this historic an-
niversary.∑
f

AMBASSADOR WOLF RECOGNIZED

∑ Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am very
proud to commend former Ambassador
Milton A. Wolf of Cleveland, Ohio, on
his recognition by the Ohio Senate.

Ambassador Wolf is truly one of the
leading citizens of my state and has
spent a lifetime learning, building and
helping his hometown of Cleveland, our
state and nation and people all over
the world.

Milt Wolfe grew up in Cleveland and
attended Glenville High School, but
like many of us his education was in-
terrupted by World War II. After serv-
ing in the Army Air Forces in the Pa-
cific, Milt started out to be a doctor
but went on to attend the Ohio State
University and earned a degree in
chemistry and biology and later at
Case Institute of Technology a degree
in civil engineering. In the construc-
tion business Milt built homes in Shak-
er Heights and Parma and Euclid. He
went on to build high-rises and shop-
ping centers. He continued his edu-
cation and received a masters degree in
economics from Case Western Reserve
University in 1973.

In 1977, President Carter appointed
Milt as our Ambassador to Austria and
a delegate to the U.N. Conference on
Science and Technology for Develop-
ment in 1979. He served as a host in Vi-
enna for the summit conference be-
tween Soviet President Brezhnev and
President Carter on the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty in 1979.

When Milt returned to Cleveland
from Austria, he continued to serve by
teaching economics at Case Western
Reserve University. He has worked
long and hard in support of the Amer-
ican Jewish Joint Distribution Com-
mittee. This committee provides mil-
lions of dollars to a variety of humani-
tarian assistance programs of relief,
rescue, and reconstruction in over fifty
nations. As president of the committee
from 1992 until 1995 and currently as
Chairman of the Board, Ambassador
Wolf has been able to directly help peo-
ple all over the world.

As a member of the Board of Trustees
of the Ohio State University from 1986
until 1996 and Chairman of the Board in
1996 he made significant contributions
as an educational leader of one the na-
tion’s largest universities. He clearly
expressed his philosophy in education
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when he said that the wealth of the
country is in it people. He said, ‘‘We
have to have a highly educated popu-
lation if we are going to compete in the
next century.’’

Milt continues to support improve-
ments in our educational system, but
has never neglected his own continuing
education. In 1993, Milt earned a Ph.D.
in economics from Case Western.

He continues to serve the community
as a member of the Board of Trustees
of Case Western Reserve University,
and on the boards of the Cleveland
Clinic, Mount Sinai Health Care Sys-
tem and the Cleveland Orchestra.

Last November Ambassador Wolf re-
ceived the Austrian Cross of Honor for
Science and Art—First Class bestowed
by the Ambassador of the Republic of
Austria in New York. Last December
the Ohio State University granted Am-
bassador Wolf an honorary Doctor of
Diplomacy degree.

In its resolution of recognition of
Ambassador Wolf’s receipt of the Aus-
trian Cross of Honor, the Ohio Senate
stated

At a time when the international land-
scape is dominated by images of conflict and
antagonism, and in an era when hostility
both within and between countries could
spell disaster for the whole planet, every at-
tempt to forge closer ties among citizens of
diverse backgrounds and beliefs is of urgent
significance. In this context, you have shown
how very much a diligent, conscientious per-
son can accomplish, and you can be proud
that your commitment to promote global
harmony through language, learning, and
letters has inspired many who know you to
dedicate themselves similarly.

Milt Wolfe has set an example for us
all in his efforts for all people. He is a
builder, an educator and a humani-
tarian. Milt is a successful business-
man who made time for helping others.
I am proud of his friendship. My wife
Annie joins me in congratulating him
on this much deserved recognition.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO BOB RAWLINGS

∑ Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to an individual
who has made a significant contribu-
tion to the journalistic profession in
the state of Colorado.

Bob Rawlings, publisher and editor of
the Pueblo Chieftain and Sunday Chief-
tain and Star-Journal, has worked at
the same newspaper for more than 51
years. During his tenure at the news-
paper he has worked as a reporter, ad-
vertising salesman, General Manager,
and since 1980 has served as Publisher
and Editor. In 1984 he was selected to
be president of the Star-Journal Pub-
lishing Corporation, which owns and
operates both newspapers.

In 1985–86, Bob Rawlings served as
President of the Colorado Press Asso-
ciation. He also has served as a mem-
ber and past-chairman of the Colorado
Bar-Press Committee, and is a past
president of the Rocky Mountain Ad
Manager’s Association.

He was voted ‘‘Colorado Newspaper
Person of the Year’’ in 1989, and was se-

lected ‘‘Citizen of the Year’’ in 1993 by
the Pueblo Chamber of Commerce. In
1994, Bob Rawlings was honored as
‘‘Colorado Business Leader of the
Year,’’ and at this year’s Colorado
Press Association’s Annual Convention
in February, Bob was presented with
the ‘‘Gold Rule Makeup Award,’’ which
is the highest honor a member of the
press can achieve in Colorado.

For more than a half-century, Bob
Rawlings has served his community,
state and nation. He represents the
best and the brightest of his profession,
and the citizens of Pueblo and the state
of Colorado are honored to call him one
of their own. It is individuals like Bob
Rawlings who make America great. It
is my pleasure to honor him and thank
him for all he has done, and all that he
will continue to do for Pueblo and Col-
orado.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO THE 1998 U.S. WOM-
EN’S OLYMPIC ICE HOCKEY
TEAM

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
commend the United States Women’s
Ice Hockey Team for its outstanding
gold medal achievement during the 1998
Winter Games in Nagano, Japan. A
proud America witnessed the outstand-
ing teamwork and determination ex-
hibited by the team in going
undefeated and winning the gold medal
in the inaugural women’s Olympic ice
hockey competition. New Hampshire is
especially proud of three young women
from our state who contributed to the
success of the U.S. team: Tara
Mounsey of Concord, Katie King of
Salem, and Tricia Dunn of Derry.

Just nine years ago, the U.S. wom-
en’s ice hockey program did not even
exist. Now, U.S. women’s ice hockey is
the best in the world, and the team’s
youngest player, Angela Ruggiero, is
off to college with an Olympic gold
medal and some memories to cherish
for a lifetime.

Leading up to Olympic competition,
everyone knew Canada was the favor-
ite, having a slight edge in winning
seven of thirteen previous meetings be-
tween the U.S. and Canada. As the
record shows, however, the United
States was not far behind and was un-
derrated by the international competi-
tion.

A thrilling comeback in the first
game of the round robin grabbed the
nation’s attention and showed that this
team could overcome adversity and win
against a powerful team from Canada,
by scoring six goals in the last ten
minutes to prevail 7–4.

The team just didn’t quit although
they were down 4–1 with only ten min-
utes to play. Much like forward Katie
King who refused to quit after she was
rejected from the U.S. national team
during sophomore year in college three
years ago and much like defensive
player Tara Mounsey, who refused to
hang up her skates after she sprained
her knee just two weeks before the
Olympics. This team persevered and

worked hard until it was successful.
These young women represent Ameri-
ca’s commitment to hard work and
self-sacrifice, and they inspired us with
their performance both on and off the
ice.

After coming back to defeat Canada,
the U.S. team’s confidence swelled and
they swept away the opposition, beat-
ing Japan twice, China 5–0, Sweden 7–1,
Finland 4–2, and Canada 3–1 in the gold
medal game.

Team star Tara Mounsey has just
celebrated her 20th birthday and her
New Hampshire teammates Katie King
and Tricia Dunn have all joined in the
festivities surrounding their Olympic
victory, including a celebration at the
Statehouse in Concord.

As a United States Senator from New
Hampshire, I wanted to pay tribute to
the U.S. Women’s Ice Hockey Team
and give special mention to three la-
dies from New Hampshire who made us
so proud of them at the Olympics.

I congratulate all of the members of
the 1998 United States Women’s Olym-
pic Ice Hockey Team: Goaltenders Sara
DeCosta and Sarah Tueting; Defensive
players: Tara Mounsey, Angela
Ruggiero, Colleen Coyne, Sue Merz,
Vicki Movessian, and Chris Bailey;
Forwards Lisa Brown-Miller, Karen
Bye, Laurie Baker, Sandra Whyte, A.J.
Mleczko, Jenny Schmidgall, Shelley
Looney, Alana Blahoski, Katie King,
Team Captain Cammi Granato, Gretch-
en Ulion, and Tricia Dunn; Head Coach
Ben Smith, Assistant Coach Tom
Mutch and Team Leader Amie Hilles.
Ladies and coaches, we salute you and
wish you well in your future endeav-
ors.∑

f

HUMAN RIGHTS IN TURKEY

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 23, 1998 in Ankara, Turkey, a
penal court handed down an important
decision regarding human rights. Elev-
en board members of Turkey’s largest
independent human rights group, the
Human Rights Association, were ac-
quitted of charges of disseminating
separatist propaganda and inciting rac-
ist and ethnic enmity at a December
1996 meeting. A request by prosecutors
to close the organization was also re-
jected.

Turkish Prime Minister Mesut
Yilmaz has pledged to make progress in
protecting human rights, and the Feb-
ruary 23rd decision is a commendable
step forward by the Turkish Govern-
ment in that process. Hopefully, the
decision will encourage human rights
advocates to pursue reforms in Turkey
and protect them from similar persecu-
tion in the future. An active civil soci-
ety in which people can organize and
express their opinions without fear of
prosecution and official harassment is
essential to the fulfillment of Prime
Minister Yilmaz’s goal.

Unfortunately, this step forward was
recently marred by a step back. On
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March 12, 1998, a Turkish court acquit-
ted ten policemen who were accused of
beating and sexually abusing a group of
teenagers. According to an article in
the ‘‘Washington Post’’, the teenagers
were arrested in December 1995 on
charges of scrawling leftist graffiti and
of belonging to a radical leftist armed
group, a charge for which they were
later acquitted. Over the course of the
eleven days in which they were de-
tained by police, the teenagers were al-
legedly blindfolded, stripped, molested,
raped with police batons, and subjected
to electric shocks to the genitals.

According to the State Department’s
1997 Country Report on Human Rights
Practices, a judge in the case not only
allowed the policemen to remain on ac-
tive duty during the trial, he also re-
lieved them of their obligation to per-
sonally appear in the courtroom. While
these ten policemen walk freely, the
teenagers will struggle with the phys-
ical and emotional consequences of
their ordeal for years to come.

Turkish officials have made some at-
tempts to reduce abuses perpetrated by
security officials against detainees.
However, despite a constitutional ban
on torture, improvements in govern-
ment cooperation with foreign human
rights inspection teams and new police
training programs, torture remains
common. According to the State De-
partment, the climate of impunity fos-
tered by the rarity of convictions of po-
lice or other security officials for
killings and torture, ‘‘remains the sin-
gle largest obstacle to reducing human
rights abuses.’’

Mr. President, I welcome Prime Min-
ister Yilmaz’s pledge to make progress
on implementing human rights re-
forms. I applaud the recent decision to
acquit the members of the Human
Rights Association. However, as the
brutal incident involving the teenagers
illustrates, there is a great deal more
to be done. Turkish officials must take
an active, visible, and sustained role in
addressing all facets of human rights—
from promoting civil and political lib-
erties to upholding the rule of law.
Lasting reforms will not be realized in
Turkey until Prime Minister Yilmaz’s
pledge is backed by consistent efforts
to bring human rights violators to jus-
tice.∑
f

MASTER CHIEF ELECTRONICS
TECHNICIAN (SURFACE WAR-
FARE QUALIFIED) JOHN HAGAN,
MASTER CHIEF PETTY OFFICER
OF THE NAVY

∑ Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
on March 27, 1998, Master Chief John
Hagan passes on the duties of Master
Chief Petty Officer of the Navy after
more than five years in this prestigious
position. When Master Chief Hagan
steps aside and hands responsibilities
to Master Chief James L. Herdt, he
ends the longest tenure of any Senior
Enlisted Advisor to serve our great
Navy.

Through his tenure in office, Master
Chief Hagan has traveled the globe lis-

tening to and answering the needs of
Sailors. His extensive travels have in-
cluded stops on every continent—from
the northern reaches of Naval Air Sta-
tion Keflavik, Iceland, to the ice
capped McMurdo Station, Antarctica.
He has shared Christmas day with Sail-
ors deployed onboard ships in the Ara-
bian Gulf and July 4th visiting Sailors
at Naval Support Activity Naples,
Italy. In every way, on every day, he
has dedicated his life to serving Sail-
ors, not only during his service as Mas-
ter Chief Petty Officer of the Navy, but
throughout more than 32 years of serv-
ice since his initial enlistment in Ashe-
ville, North Carolina.

Master Chief Hagan worked very
hard to gain the support of Congress on
a variety of issues on behalf of Sailors.
Every Sailor serving today and every
Sailor who serves in the future owes a
debt of gratitude for the service of
John Hagan. Master Chief Hagan gar-
nered support for volunteer education
issues making it possible for those
serving at sea to complete college
courses. His work ensured Sailors hous-
ing allowances better meets their ac-
tual needs to ensure safe, affordable
housing. Master Chief Hagan worked
closely with Congress to facilitate the
revitalization of family housing and
bachelor quarters throughout the
Navy, and his work facilitated a great-
er understanding in Congress of the full
spectrum of issues unique to Sailors.

Master Chief Hagan participated in
virtually every decision impacting the
lives of enlisted Sailors over the last
five and one-half years. He helped
strengthen the core of Navy’s Recruit
Training at Naval Training Center
Great Lakes, participated in the estab-
lishment of leadership training
through the Navy’s Leadership Contin-
uum, building the quality of the Navy’s
Senior Enlisted Academy, improving
the Navy Physical Fitness program, in-
creasing the number of females serving
onboard surface warships and so many
more.

Master Chief Hagan faced many chal-
lenges head on during his tenure. Not
the least of which were concerns over
the Navy’s traditional Chief Petty Offi-
cer Initiation. Master Chief Hagan met
this challenge head on by guiding this
event away from any reasonable criti-
cism into a season of events the Navy
can point to with great pride. Today,
CPO Initiation Season begins the day
the list of those selected for promotion
is announced and ends eight weeks
later with the formal advancement
ceremony. This season includes a series
of team building exercises, social
events, physical fitness training and ef-
forts to link with Naval heritage. Mas-
ter Chief Hagan will long be remem-
bered within the Navy for producing
the Naval Heritage/Core Values Read-
ing Guide. This part of CPO Initiation
Season requires the Navy’s newly se-
lected Chief Petty Officers to read a
book of non-fiction, Naval heritage to
facilitate a discussion of the Navy’s
Core Values of Honor, Courage and

Commitment. This encourages Sailors
to link with their heritage and better
understand the qualities required of
Sailors.

Master Chief Hagan stepped forward
in May 1996 to speak on behalf of all
Sailors at the Memorial Service for Ad-
miral Mike Boorda, Chief of Naval Op-
erations. Hagan said of Admiral
Boorda, ‘‘He was the leader we longed
for and looked to; he came from among
us and rose so high, always remember-
ing the lonely, insecure, frightened re-
cruit, which all of us are in the begin-
ning, before we discover that the Navy
is a family.’’ Those words were true of
Mike Boorda and they are true of John
Hagan.

In March 1997 he spoke to the assem-
bled brigade of midshipmen at the
United States Naval Academy where he
told the Navy’s leaders of the next cen-
tury ‘‘The very honor of our Navy and
our nation has been repeatedly upheld
by Sailors throughout our history.’’
Master Chief Hagan has not only
upheld the very honor of our Navy and
our nation, he has raised the stake to
new heights.

Today’s Navy is the greatest Navy
the world has ever known and this can
be said in clear conscious because of
the service of Master Chief John
Hagan. ∑

f

APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Majority Lead-
er, pursuant to Public Law 105–119, ap-
points A. Mark Neuman, of Illinois, to
serve as a member of the Census Mon-
itoring Board, vice Max W. Williams, of
Mississippi.

f

PRINTING OF SENATE DOCUMENTS

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
Senate Documents be reprinted in the
usual number: Senate document 99–33,
Senate document 98–29, and Senate
document 97–20.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

GREEK INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 324, S. Res. 171.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 171) designating

March 25, 1998, as ‘‘Greek Independence Day:
A National Day of Celebration of Greek and
American Democracy.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BIDEN. Madam President, today,
we commemorate the great moment
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when Greece began to reassert its his-
toric role as a leading light of democ-
racy. In 1821, when valiant Greeks
raised the flag of revolt against their
Ottoman Turk oppressors, they were
striking a blow for liberty that cap-
tivated freedom-loving men and women
all over Europe, and in the young
American Republic. Thomas Jefferson
was inspired enough to become in-
volved in the Greek struggle in the twi-
light of his life. In the summer of 1823
the Greek Hellenist and patriot
Adamantios Koraes wrote to our third
president, requesting advice on draw-
ing up a constitution for the liberated
Greece he was certain would be
achieved.

Jefferson’s lengthy reply detailed his
views on the fundamentals of democ-
racy—freedom of religion, freedom of
person (habeas corpus), trial by jury,
the exclusive right of legislation and
taxation reserved to the representa-
tives of the people, and freedom of the
press. The 80-year-old scholar-president
concluded his letter with a moving
tribute to Greece’s unique importance
to the world.

It took nearly a decade more of
struggle until Greeks once again be-
came masters in their own house. And
maintaining Greece’s independence and
freedom over the ensuing 163 years has
proven not to be easy.

Greece has had to cope with internal
divisions and external threats. Seem-
ingly unending arguments over the
Greek constitution and form of govern-
ment occupied much of the nineteenth
century. Then came the two Balkan
wars, World War I, the Anatolian War,
World War II, the Civil War that pitted
Greek against Greek, and after a peace-
ful, if troubled, interlude, the short-
lived dictatorship of the Colonels.

Thankfully, today we can celebrate
nearly a quarter-century of restored
democracy and peace in Greece. Greece
is now solidly integrated economically
and politically in the European Union.

Greece’s relations with most of its
neighbors have improved. Despite some
lingering problems, relations are rel-
atively good with the Former Yugo-
slavian Republic of Macedonia and
with Albania. Greece continues to
maintain a solid relationship with Bul-
garia.

I will not hide the fact that—like
every other country—Greece still faces
formidable problems. Athens’ relations
with Ankara remain stormy. Turkey
continues its illegal occupation of
Northern Cyprus and its belligerent be-
havior in the Aegean.

Moreover, the state of the Greek
economy still leaves much to be de-
sired. Let us be honest—as in the
United States, there have been gross
inefficiencies and wasteful policies.
Greece will have to put its financial
house in order if it hopes to take part
fully in the ambitious integration that
the European Union foresees in the
coming years. I am confident that
Prime Minister Simitis’ reform pro-
gram will bear fruit.

Improving Greece’s economy and
finding ways to improve relations with
Turkey are daunting tasks. But one
look at hard-working, talented Greek-
Americans, assures me that Greeks ev-
erywhere will continue to triumph over
adversity and will remain an inspira-
tional democratic ally.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, the motion to
reconsider be laid upon the table, and
that any statements relating to the
resolution appear at this point in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 171) was
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
S. RES. 171

Whereas the ancient Greeks developed the
concept of democracy, in which the supreme
power to govern was invested in the people;

Whereas the Founding Fathers of the
United States of America drew heavily upon
the political experience and philosophy of
ancient Greece in forming our representative
democracy;

Whereas the founders of the modern Greek
state modeled their government after that of
the United States in an effort to best imitate
their ancient democracy;

Whereas Greece is one of the only 3 nations
in the world, beyond the former British Em-
pire, that has been allied with the United
States in every major international conflict
this century;

Whereas the heroism displayed in the his-
toric World War II Battle of Crete epito-
mized Greece’s sacrifice for freedom and de-
mocracy as it presented the Axis land war
with its first major setback and set off a
chain of events which significantly affected
the outcome of World War II;

Whereas these and other ideals have forged
a close bond between our 2 nations and their
peoples;

Whereas March 25, 1998, marks the 177th
anniversary of the beginning of the revolu-
tion which freed the Greek people from the
Ottoman Empire; and

Whereas it is proper and desirable to cele-
brate with the Greek people and to reaffirm
the democratic principles from which our 2
great nations were born: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved, That the Senate—
(1) designates March 25, 1998, as ‘‘Greek

Independence Day: A National Day of Cele-
bration of Greek and American Democracy’’;
and

(2) requests the President to issue a procla-
mation calling upon the people of the United
States to observe the day with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

f

AUTHORIZING THE USE OF THE
CAPITOL GROUNDS

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of H. Con.
Res. 238, which was received from the
House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 238)

authorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds

for a breast cancer survivors event sponsored
by the National Race for the Cure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
the resolution be agreed to, the motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
and that any statements on this resolu-
tion appear in the RECORD at this
point.

There being no objection, the concur-
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 238) was
considered and agreed to.
f

PERMITTING THE USE OF THE RO-
TUNDA OF THE CAPITOL FOR A
CEREMONY

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate proceed
to the consideration of H. Con. Res. 206,
which was received from the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 206)

permitting the use of the rotunda of the Cap-
itol for a ceremony as part of the commemo-
ration of the days of remembrance of victims
of the Holocaust.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the concurrent resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent
resolution.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
consent the resolution be deemed
agreed to and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 206) was deemed agreed to.
f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MARCH
19, 1998

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, before
closing I ask consent that when the
Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, March 19; immediately fol-
lowing the prayer, the routine requests
through the morning hour be granted
and the Senate then begin a period for
the transaction of morning business
until the hour of 11:30 a.m. with Sen-
ators permitted to speak up to 5 min-
utes each with the following excep-
tions: Senator COVERDELL or his des-
ignee, 30 minutes from 9:30 until 10:00;
Senator REID, 30 minutes from 10:00
until 10:30; Senator HAGEL or his des-
ignee, 30 minutes from 10:30 until 11
a.m.; Senator TORRICELLI for 10 min-
utes; Senator BRYAN for 10 minutes;
and Senator GRAHAM of Florida for 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I also ask unanimous con-
sent that at 11:30 a.m. the Senate pro-
ceed to executive session to resume
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consideration of treaty document 105–
36 dealing with the NATO expansion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that at
5:15 p.m., the time prior to the pre-
viously scheduled cloture vote on H.R.
2646, the Coverdell A+ education ac-
count bill, be equally divided in the
usual form between Senator COVER-
DELL and Senator DASCHLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROGRAM
Mr. LOTT. So then tomorrow the

Senate will be in the morning business
period from 9:30 until 11:30. Under the
previous consent, then at 11:30 we will
go back to the NATO expansion treaty.
All Senators with amendments to the
treaty are encouraged to contact the
managers of the treaty with their
amendments in hopes of making con-
siderable progress on the treaty during
Thursday’s session. I want to empha-
size the bulk of the day tomorrow,
from 11:30 until 5:15, that entire time,
will be devoted to discussion or debate
on the NATO enlargement issue. We
hope that amendments can be offered.
We want to give the Senate ample time
to think about this issue and debate it,
have amendments and to have votes.

We are double-tracking it now, while
we await the cloture votes on the edu-
cation bill, but that is quite often
done. It is in no way intended to dimin-
ish the importance of NATO enlarge-
ment. It is, in fact, intended to begin
the process for Senators and the Amer-
ican people in every way possible to
think about this issue, make sure we
are doing the right thing. And I think
it is the right thing to have the NATO
enlargement.

Then, when we complete the edu-
cation bill, whenever that comes, we
will meet with interested and involved
Senators on both sides, see how much
more time is needed, what other
amendments are pending, and then we
would stay on it until it is completed.
I hope we could get that done by a rea-
sonable time next week, hopefully
Wednesday or Thursday. But it is a
very important issue and we will con-
tinue working on it until we are con-
vinced that Senators are satisfied they
have had their say. Then we would go
to the recorded vote.

Also, under the previous consent,
then, at 5:15 the Senate would debate
H.R. 2646, the Coverdell education bill,
for 30 minutes prior to the previously
scheduled 5:45 cloture vote on the bill.

We may actually move that time a
little bit so that we can have an earlier
vote. As a matter of fact, Madam Presi-
dent, I will change my earlier unani-
mous consent request and ask consent
that the cloture votes previously or-
dered on H.R. 2646 now occur at 5:15
p.m. and the debate time earlier agreed
to actually occur now at 4:45.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I want to remind all Mem-
bers that first-degree amendments to
H.R. 2646 must be filed by 1 p.m. on
Thursday, and second-degree amend-
ments must be filed by 4:45 tomorrow—
it’s now 4:15—under the most recent
agreement. Second-degree amendments
must be filed by 4:15.

In addition, the Senate may consider
other legislative or Executive Calendar
business cleared for Senate action. We
do have some Executive Calendar items
I hope we can take up before the end of
the week.

So Members can anticipate rollcall
votes throughout Thursday’s session
with the ones that I have already men-
tioned scheduled for sure to occur at, I
believe, 5:15 now.
f

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LOTT. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask
the Senate stand in adjournment under
the previous order, following the re-
marks of Senator CONRAD.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized.
f

TOBACCO LEGISLATION

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.
Madam President, I especially thank
her for locating me properly in North
Dakota. We are very sensitive about
that up our way, as you can imagine. I
also thank the leader for accommodat-
ing me in this way.

Moments ago, we heard the Senator
from Iowa speak on the budget and the
fact that we are considering the budget
in the Budget Committee. I wanted to
make just a few observations on what
is occurring there and what has led us
to this point.

In 1993, the Democrats passed an eco-
nomic plan that was a 5-year plan.
That plan cut spending and it also
raised income taxes on the wealthiest
1.5 percent of the people in this coun-
try. Many criticized us for that plan at
the time, doubting that it would reduce
the deficit as we believed, doubting
that it would strengthen the economy
as we believed, and doubting that it
would reduce unemployment and infla-
tion as we believed. But now we are
able to look back and see the record
and the record is clear. The 1993 eco-
nomic plan has worked and worked re-
markably well. It worked so well that
this year we are actually contemplat-
ing a balanced budget on a unified
basis. That will be the first time in 30
years that the United States has had a
balanced budget on a unified basis.
When I use those words ‘‘on a unified
basis,’’ that simply means that we are
looking at all of the spending and all of
the revenue of the Federal Govern-
ment. All of them are put together.
They are accumulated in order to de-
termine balance.

As a result of that economic policy
and economic plan that was put in
place, we have enjoyed a remarkable

economic resurgence in this country.
We have very strong economic growth,
the lowest unemployment in 24 years,
the lowest inflation in 30 years. The
size of the Government in relationship
to the size of our entire economy has
been coming down steadily. We have
the smallest size of Government in this
country in 30 years. But the job is not
yet done, because it is also true that
we continue to use Social Security
trust fund surpluses in order to achieve
balance. So the next great challenge is
to stop using the Social Security trust
fund surpluses. That is why the Presi-
dent has called on us to save Social Se-
curity first, before we use any of those
surpluses for any other purpose.

The Democrats subscribe to that po-
sition. I am pleased to report in the
budget that has been put before us by
the chairman of the Budget Commit-
tee, he, too, has subscribed to the no-
tion of saving Social Security first and
not using the surpluses for any other
purpose until we resolve the long-term
solvency of the Social Security system.
But we do have a problem with the
budget resolution laid down by the
chairman today. The problem that we
have is that many of us believe that it
endangers comprehensive tobacco leg-
islation, comprehensive national to-
bacco policy. The reason for that is in
the chairman’s mark he has provided
that if we do get revenues from to-
bacco, that they can only be used for
the Medicare system.

Madam President, I would be the
first to acknowledge the great impor-
tance of the Medicare system. But I do
not believe that the chairman’s mark
solves the Medicare problem. I do not
think he makes any representation
that it does.

What is required to save Medicare for
the long term is Medicare reform. That
is why we have a bipartisan commis-
sion that worked this year to prepare
us an outline as to how we strengthen
Medicare for the long term.

But I think it is also fair to say that
Medicare is not a national tobacco pol-
icy, and we need a national tobacco
policy. If we are going to have com-
prehensive legislation, if we are going
to have a resolution of the tobacco con-
troversy, the experts have told us we
need a comprehensive plan, one that
has as its highest priority protecting
the public health, one that has as its
highest priority the reduction of teen
smoking, because we all know that 90
percent of smokers start before they
are 19, fully half start before age 14.

So if we are really going to do some-
thing to protect the public health, we
need to act to prevent people from tak-
ing up the habit. That means if we get
tobacco revenues, we should use part of
that money for smoking cessation pro-
grams, smoking prevention programs,
countertobacco advertising programs,
health research, and, yes, Medicare,
and we Democrats also believe, yes, So-
cial Security.

We believe some of the money should
be saved for strengthening both Medi-
care and Social Security, but we don’t
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believe that it is appropriate to limit
the use of the funds for only one pur-
pose—strengthening Medicare. We
don’t believe that is appropriate. We
believe if we are going to have a na-
tional tobacco policy, that some of the
funds, a relatively modest amount of
the total, be reserved for smoking ces-
sation, smoking prevention,
countertobacco advertising, health re-
search, and other programs that have
been advocated by the experts that
have come before us.

The irony is, every comprehensive
bill that is before this body uses the
funds not just for Medicare but for
these other purposes as well. The bill
presented by Senator MCCAIN, the
chairman of the Commerce Committee,
the bill presented by Senator LUGAR,
the chairman of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, the bill put before us by Sen-
ator HATCH, the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee—all Republicans, all

committee chairmen—they have not
said in their comprehensive bills we
just use the money for Medicare. No;
they have said, to have a comprehen-
sive national tobacco policy, we have
to do more than that; we have to have
a tobacco control program that really
helps us stop the 400,000 deaths that
occur every year in this country be-
cause of the use of tobacco products.

Madam President, we urge our col-
leagues to listen to Dr. Koop, who
wrote to us today that the approach of
the chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee is inadequate—in fact, he
used the words ‘‘woefully inad-
equate’’—to counter the scourge of to-
bacco. We should listen to the Amer-
ican Cancer Society that wrote to the
committee today and said just using
the money for Medicare is not ade-
quate. We should listen to the Amer-
ican Lung Association that said in a
letter to the committee today, just

using the money for Medicare is not
going to help us solve the challenge of
addiction, disease, and death brought
to this country by the use of tobacco
products.

Madam President, hopefully, before
this matter is resolved out here on the
Senate floor, we will be able to get to-
gether on a comprehensive plan. I hope
we are able to do that. I dedicate my-
self to that purpose, and I hope other
Senators will as well.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW
AT 9:30 A.M.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 9:30 a.m. on Thursday,
March 19.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:04 p.m.,
adjourned until Thursday, March 19,
1998, at 9:30 a.m.
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